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SUMMARY OF THE MAIN THEMES IN THE STUDY®

The major themes in the study's findings can be summarized in terms of
the block grant's accomplishments and the broader meaning of the study's
findings:

The Accomplishments of the Education Block Grant

« Achievement of federal goals. As of the third year of its

implementation, the block grant has largely achieved the goals set
out for it in federal legislation. Chapter 2 has:

(a) Made widespreai, although modest, contributions to educational
improveaent.

(b) Reduced the local administrative burdens associated with the
programs that it replaced.

(c) Enhanced local discretion over these federal funds.

(d) Improved the access of private school students to services
supported by these funds.

A fiftb goal--that of encouraging responsiveness to those closest to
the education of students (e.g., teachers, parents)--has not been
fully achieved; decisionmaking tends to be controlled by a few
individuals in the school district office (their decisions, however,
are often responsive to salient community concerms).

These goala typically are not difficult to achieve, given the
breadth of allowable purposes under the block grant, the fact that
three-quarters of the nation's districts received more funds than
under antecedent programs, the relative lack of requirements, and
the strong prohibition of an active role for the state education
agency.

%
This summary is also fouad at the beginning of Part Six: Conclusions.
Readers wishing more detailed summaries are referred to the previous five
part sumnaries and to the summaries at the beginning of each section.
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Achievement of local goals. Given th. nature of local goals for
block grant funds, it is likely that many, if not most, are achieved
to some degree (our study could not systematically assess the
achievement of these goals). Local goals typically are modest and
diverse and tend not to be specified in detail. Also, block grant
funds typically are only one of several means for reaching local
objectives.

Relationship between districts and other levels of government.

Interactions between districts and other levels of government have
quickly become routinized and relatively trouble-frea. SEAs are
heeding the law's requiresent that they leave program choices to the
local level, aithough there are subtle forms of encouragement for
certain uses of the funds. Most interactions between district and
state have to do with procedural matters focused on applications and,
to a l2sser extent, reporting. Monitoring and auditing are not
major sources of concern to district peisonnel, in part because

these activities have yet to take place in the majority of districts,
in part because SEAs are following patterns loung established under
other categorical programs when they do monitor or audit.

Distribution of benefits and costs among districts and among

distribution of benefits and costs:

students. Our analyses suggest five broad patterns in the

(a) Chapter 2 has distributed benefits more broadly and evenly
among districts than the preceding array of programs.

{b) The distribution of costs borne by districts (e.g., in terms of
loss of funds, complexity in managing services for private
school students) is particularly uneven: the largest urban
districts, for example, bear a disproportionate share of these
costs in all areas of block grant operations at the local level.

(¢) Although adjustments are made for concentrations of special
needs, the block grant mechanism tends to disperse funds rather
than concentrate resources on those needs.

(d) The diatribution of benefits within districts among different
types of students is fairly even, although, because the
benefits are spread broadly, students gain proportionately less.

(e) Benefits have been redistributed among student groups across
districts: funds have ghifted somewhat from larger
concentrations of students (e.g., in urban districts) to
smaller ones, and to a small extent from public to private
school students. Overall, there is not an obvious shift in
funding, however, from poor students to others.
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The Broader Meaning of the Study's Findings -

Putting the block grant's accomplishments in perspective. Timing
and coatext are as responsible for any successes the block grant
has had as atre its philosophy and structure. The block grant's
accomplishments build on the foundation laid by former and current
categorical programs. Local decisions about the uses of the block
grant reflect the surrounding context of concern about educational
improvements.

Lessons for other block grants. Three conclusions can be drawn from

the experience of Chapter 2 so far that may be applied to future
education block grants, should they be considered:

(a) The block grant mechanism seems particularly effective at
conveying the intended sense of lccal flexibility.

(b) Chapter 2 clearly has simplified the administration of federal
funds; other block grants are likely to do the same.

(c) The pervasive tendency for funds to spread out, even to the
point of dilution, seems likely to occur under other block
grants.

In applying these lessons, however, one must acknowledge the special
characteristics of Chapter 2 that might not pertain to future block
grant proposals--namely, that at current funding levels Chapter 2
represents a relatively gmall amount of funds, that it comes at a
time when other, larger categorical programs serve many of the
special educational needs faced by districts, and that it has
consolidated a set of programs without large and active political
constituencies.

Chapter 2 and the federal role in education. The education block

grant signals a new kind of federal role in education, unlike
service to special-needs populations or attention to areas of
national concern, which have defined the traditional federal role to
date. Chapter 2, instead, seeks to provide federal support for
local improvement initiatives. The block grant does so in a way
that utilizes existing categorical program structures more than it
departs from. them. In this sense, Chapter 2 represents a variation
on a theme developed over a period of years rather than an
altogether new direction for federal policy.
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PREFACE

This document is one of a series of reports resulting from SRI's
National Study of Local Operations Under Chapter 2 of the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA). Chapter 2--the first federally
supported education block grant-—consolidated 32 former categorical programs
into a grant of funds to all school districts, to be used for any of the
purposes in the preceding programs. The block grant was implemented in
school districts across the natfon in the 1982-83 school year, following
passage of ECIA in 1981.

In response to numerous demands for information about the block grant's
implementetion and effects from the U.S. Congress, other federal agencies,
and interest groups, and in anticipation of its own need to inform debate on
reauthorization and appropriations, the U.S. Department of Education (ED)
comnissioned SRI International, in collaboration with Policy Studies
Associates (PSA), in 1983, to study Chapter 2. The two~year investigation
was to focus its data collection on the third year of implementation, the
1984-85 school year, although information was also gathered to examine the
first two years of Chapter 2 and the year preceding it, the last in which
programs consolidated into block grants were operating.

The SRI study did not take place in a vacuum. For various reasons--
among them, the newness of the block grant mechanism in federal educatfon
aid, the lack of a formal reporting route from the local to federal levels,
the fact that shifting to a block grant format significantly redistributed
funds-numerous gmaller investigations were mounted by federal agencies
(including ED), independent rerearchers, and others to examine Chapter 2's
implementation. This research, which we review in Section I, documented
various effects in the first and second years of implementation, but also
left many questions unanswered about these years and about the block grant
in longer-term perspective.

Building on the foundation laid down by these earlier studies, the
SRI investigation had the follewing purposes:

1. Describe local activities and operations under Chapter 2 in the
program's third year, noting changes over the first three years of
the program and changes from antecedent programs.

2. Assess the achievement of federal legislative goals, in particulsr,

educacional improvement, reduction in administre:ive burden, and an
increase in programmatic discretion at the local level.
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3. Describe how the federal bleck grant mechanisms (Chapter 2 funding
or guidelines and state actions or intecpretations) influence
LEA activities.

4, Determine how state and local education agencies evaluate their
Chapter 2 programs and develop options so that the Department of
Education (ED) can offer technical assistance.

5. Draw lessons from Chapter 2 implementation and effects for future
federal policies.

To fulfill these purposes and obtain a comprehensive descrintion of
local activities and operations under Chapter 2, the study is organized
around five major topics. Each of these represents a purpose of the law or
a set of issues regarding the block grant mechanisms.

. Funds allocation and expenditure (concerning the distribution of
funds and types of expenditures under Chapter 2, and the influences
on local spending).

. Education service delivery (concerning the nature of public school
educatica services supported by Chapter 2 and their contrilution to
education improvement).

» Local program administration and decisionmaking (concerning the way
in which Chapter 2 18 administered and the block grant's effect on
administration/paperwork burden; the nature of the decisionmaking
process, the participation of parents/citizens, and implications for
the exercise of local discretioun; local evaluation activities).

. Participation oi private school students (concerning the expenditures
for services to private school students and the delivery of these
services; the participation in Chapter 2 supported activities; the
administration of these services).

. Intergovernmental relations (concerning the interaction between
districts and the state or federal levels under Chapter 2).

The results of the study have been reported in three ways:

(1) A comprehensive report, emphasizing descriptive findings in all
topic areas and summarizing the analyses in special issue reports.

(2) A series of shorter reports addressing five special issues: the
achievement of legislative goals, the allocation and expenditure
of funds, services to private school students, the participation
of parents and citizens in decisionmaking, and intergovernmental
relations.

(3) An options paper for state and local audiences regarding ways to
evaluate activities supported by the block grant.
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Titles and authors of all these reports are listed on the back of the
title page.

Michael S. Knapp,
Project Director

December 1985
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NOTES FOR READING TABLES

Tables in this report are generally brokem out by district size
category, because the enormously skewed distribution of districts nationwide
may distort the reader's understanding of national estimates (the large
number of very small districts, for example, means that most overall
estimates are largely a reflection of these). The breakout also enables the
reader to appreciate the considerable differences in block grant impact and
implement ation in districts of different size.

Size categories also comprise differing proportions of the nation's
student population. We indicat. below the number and percentage of
districts falling in each size category, as well as the proportion of the
nation's students represented.

Where relevant, the "very large” category has been further subdivided
into urban districts and suburban couunty systems (which may include a
moderate-sized city as well) because the characteristics and responses of
these two types differ substantially.

District Size Number .and Percentage) Proportion

Category of Districts of Nation's
(Enrollment Range) within Range Students
Very large 163 (1.0%) 25.8%
(25,000 or greater)

Urban 92 (0.6%) 15.8

Suburban 71 (0.5%) 10.0
Large 466 (3.0%) 17.3

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 3,027 (19.5%) 35.1
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 5,369 (34.6%, 17.9
(600 to 2,499)

Very small 6,508 (41.9%) 3.8
(Less than 600)

Total 15,533 (100%) 100.0%
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Wherever tables are presented without subdivision into these
categories, the reader may assume that the differences among categories are
statistically insignificant or irrelevant to the anmalysis in question.

To simplify presentation, tables do not include standard errors. These
and accompanying technical notes may be found in Appendix A.

Unless otherwise noted, the data presented in tables are national
estimates for all districts nationwide or for subcategories of districts
developed by weighting responses from the mail survey in each cell of the
sample stratification grid by the inverse of the cell sampling fraction
(adjusted for nonresponse). See "Technical Note,"” Appendix A. Telephone
survey response data are not weighted estimates.

averages (of dollars, numbers of participants, etc.) are usually

represeated by medians rather than means, to avoid readers being misled by
the effects of the skewed distribution.
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I INTRODUCTION

This document describes the results of the National Study of Local
Operations Under Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement
Act of 1981 (ECIA), an investigation conducted for the Department of
Education (ED) by SRI International and Policy Studies Associates. The
study provides a comprehensive description of the activities and effects at
the local level of Chapter 2, the federal education block granmt, with
emphasis on its third year of implementation (the 1984-85 school year). The
results of the study are intended to inform the Department and other federal
audiences, especially Congress as it considers the reauthorization of ECIA
in 1947.

The education block grant i8 a particularly interesting and
controversial piece of the law that created it. This chapter consolidated
32 former categorical programs--hereafter referred to as the "antecedent”
programs--into a "block” of funds available to all state education agencies,
and through them, to all school districts for any of the uses of the
preceding programs.* This comsolidation raised new possibilities and

questions about the future direction of federal education policy.

Although it 18 still early in the history of ECIA, it is important that
a comprehensive national picture of the law and its effects be developed, to
inform both those that administer the iaw and those who must consider its

reauthorization. Chapter 2 18 seen by some federal policymakers and others

*The actual number of programs consolidated into the block grant depends on
whether one considers all separate authorizations as one program. The
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) comprises four such subparts, but is
generally considered one program. See Appendix B.



as a significant experiment in what may become a more typical federal aid
strategy in the future. Still others have voiced concern about the effects
this approach may have on services for the special-needs populations that
have been the traditional objects of most federal education aid over the

past two decades.

The story of the education block grant at the local level is especially
important to tell. There, federal aid reaches its destination and is
translated into services--instruction, support activities, or whatever--and
benefits--learning, staff expertise, etc. And yet, because the block grant
strategy deemphasizes vertical reporting and evaluation, federal audiences
have had particular difficulty in seeing how the block grant operates and

what its effects are in districts and schools across the land.

In this report, we describe the block grant at the local level,
emphasizing local operations in the third year of its implementation (the
1984-85 school year) but with attention to change from antecedent programs
and across the 3 years of Chapter 2. First, in this introduction, we
discuss the education block grant in general and existing research on it.

We also present a conceptual model of the block grant and its implementation
through the intergovernmental system. The introduction outlines the study's

purposes, research questions, and methods.

The Education Block Grant and Research About It

ECIA was both a reaction to past policies and a statement about the
future. Since the law was enacted, the debate about Chapter 2 of that law
and block grants in education has evolved from concern about the fate of
prior policies to concern over the contribution of Chapter 2 (and other
education blcck grants) to educational improvement. The evolution is

continuing.

Chapter 2, the rules and regulations governing its implementation, and
the "nonbinding regulatory guidance” from the Department of Education embody

a different get of assumptions and priorities about federal education policy

(%
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from those characterizing most earlier edw~ation laws. The principal

elements can be summarized by the following changes:

. Less local programmatic direction from the federal and state levels
than before.

- An enhanced role for local actors in determining how educational
program resources should be used.

. Wider distribution of program benefits (including to private school
children).

The vehicle for federal aid defined by these elements has been
accompanied by somewhat reduced levels of funding, in aggregate, compared
with what preceded Chapter 2. Although no particular funding level is
implied by the block grant mechanism, the amount of money available under it

has been a major influence on local responses to it.

The Nature of Chapter 2

The education block grant's legislative goals, intergovernmental
characteristics, and mechanism for delivering funds define the unique ways

this vehicle for federal aid may influence the local level.

Five principal goals in the law are intended to guide the operation of
the block grant in districts and schools....*

. Educational improiement. The block grant is intended to assist
school districts to "improve elementary and secondary education
(including preschool education) for children attending public and
private schools:” [Sec. 561(a)]. Although this global goal
includes a wide range of activities, it does in effect rule out many
categories of expenses, such as general administration or facilities
(except under special circumstances).

. Reduction of local administrative burden. The law aims to assist
local educational agencies "in a manner designed to greatly reduce
the enormous administrative and paperwork burden imposed on schools
at the expense of their ability to educate children” [Sec. 561(a)].

x
For the text of the law, See Appendix C.




. Enhancement of local discretion. Funds are to be used "in accordance
with the needs and priorities of ... local educxcional agencies as
determined by those agencies” [561(a)]. To reinforce this message,
the law adds the following stipulation regarding the funds that flow
directly to districts: "Each local educational agency shall have
complete discretion, subject only to the provisions of this chapter,
in determining how the funds the agency receives under this section
shall be divided among the purposes of thL.s chapter...”

[Sec. 566(c)].

. Responsiveness to those closest to the education of children (school
staff, parents). The block grant legislation places responsibility
for design and implementation of programs with local district and
especially school personnel "because they have the most direct
contact with students and are most directly responsible to
parents...” [Sec. 561(b)]. The law emphasizes the importance of
parents and school staff by requiring "systematic consultation with
parents of children attending elementary and secondary schools in the
area served by the local agency, with teachers and administrative
personnel in such schools, and with other such groups..." [Sec. 566

(a)(4)].

. Equitable participation of private school students. In addition to
the stated intention of improving education for private school
students noted ahove, the law spells out numerous provisions that
"will assure equitable participation of such children in the purposes
and benefits of this chapter...” [Sec. 586(a)(1)]. 1In particular,
the law addresses the nature of such services (e.g., that they be
"secular, neutral, and non-ideological”) and the relative funding for
public and private school students (e.g., that expenditures for both
groups shall be equal and consistent with the numbers of students
served and the needs of individual children). The law is also
detailed about the nature of arrangements for serving private school
students, for example, by including requirements that private school
officials be consulted in determining the uses of funds.

These goals imply a major shift in the way the levels of the
intergovernmental system work together to implement the block grant. The
law calls for these changes by declaring that state government shall have
the basic responsibility for administrative oversight and by sharply
curtailing the prerogatives of the federal government. At the same time,
states are barred from influencing local program choices and implementation
and are also urged, in the same spirit as the local level, to manage the
block grant with a minimum of paperwork. Because many state agency

functions rely in part on the flow of paper, this i1s a greater restriction

than it may appear.




Complementing these federal intentions for local operations and the
intergovernmental system are major changes in the mechauism of distributing
funds. In all but one of the programs consolidated into Chapter 2, Title
IV-B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the federal
government (or in the case of two programs, state government) solicited
competitive grant proposals from interested districts. By contrast, Chapter
2 distributes funds entirely on a formula allocation basis (like the former
Title IV-B program). States receive funds in proportion to their
population; they are required to : .locate at least 80% of it to the
districts by state—generated formulas that emphasize student head cuunt, but
may adjust for various “"high cost” factors (e.g., the proportion of

disadvantaged students, the sparsity of the district population).

National-Level Research on Chapter 2

The nature of the Chapter 2 law has created an information vacuum at
the federal level. Because it is specifically prohibited from using normal
program reporting channels to gather descriptive or evaluative data on the
use of Chapter 2 funds, ED has had to rely on the limited information from
state applications and evaluations, on a monitoring effort of state-level
implementation, and on 4 few small-scale studies and analytic efforts
undertaken by ED and the former National Institute of Education (currently
part of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement in ED).

To meet the demand for evaluative information, other national studies
have been mounted by external groups, including independent researchers,
advocacy groups, and professional associations. Another government agency
(the General Accounting Office) has also conducted an investigation as part
of its effort to study block grants across all government agencies. These
studies are listed, along with ED-sponsured research, in Appendix D, which

itemizes the locus, mode, and timing of data collection in each one.
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Collectively, thegse studies of Chapter 2 implementation provide a
useful, if fragmentary, picture of early respouses to the block grant.
Although incomplete, this body cf research is useful in two ways. Taken
together, the studies approach Chapter 2 from diverse persvectives and draw
together a variety of information sources. Although no one study completed
to date has developed a sufficiently comprehensive data base, the research
as a whole has sharpened the focus on many of the important issues
surrounding Chapter 2. The research also provides an excellent source of
hypotheses that can be checked against broader information bases

(case-study-based research i1s particularly useful in this regard).

This body of research on the block grant leaves large gaps in knowledge
about Chapter 2, which are part of the rationale for the National Study.
First, most of the data collection in thegse studies has occurred in the
first and second years of the program's implementation (1982-83 and 1983-84
school years) or during the planning year (1981-82 school year). Early
responses are not a particularly useful indicator of long-term patterns.
Second, many of the studies have concentrated on state-level implementztion
of Chapter 2 (e.g., Kyle, 1983; Henderson, 1983, 1985; Darling-Hammond and
Marks, 1983; IEL, 1982; McLaughlin, 1982). While yielding important
contextual information, research at the gtate level does not shed much light
on local-level responses. Third, the research on the block grant at the
local level is mostly derived from cuse studies (e.g., Kyle, 1985; Corbett
et al., 1984; Rossman et al., 1985; Hastings and Bartell, 1983; Simms, 1985;
Doolittle and Nathan, 1983; Henderson, 1983). Fourth, studies that have
developed quanticative descriptions of block grant implementation or effects
at the local level have tended to be extremely limited in scope (e.g., AASA,
1983), to be based on small samples (e.g., AASA, 1984; Council of Great City
Schools, 1982-83; Jung and Bartell, 1983; Perilla and Orum, 1984), or to use

large samples that are not statistically representative of the nation (e.g.,

GAO, 1984). A few studies have investigated aggregate fiscal effects across
the nation, but once again with emphasis on the early redistributive effects
(e.g., Education Commission for the States, 1982; Freis, 1983; Verstegen,




1983). Fifth, much of the research is driven by the interests and concerns

of particular groups, either directly or in response to such research.
Collectively, these studies bracket the range of interest-group concerns,

but individually, each affords a limited perspective on the program.

Conceptual Model

A conceptual model of the block grant and its implementation through
the intergovernmental system provides a framework for investigating its
implementation and effects at the local level. We present schematically in
Figure I-1 an overview of the key processes and outcomes influenced by the
Chapter 2 program at each level of the intergovernmental system. The scheme

allows important areas of effect to be identified.

At the top of the system, faderal poiicies--expressed in the form of
the law, funding levels, minimal regulations, and nonbinding regulatory
guidance--set in motion processes at the state level governing the
implementation of the program. By explicit legislative intent, as well as
intergovernmental dynamics, the state context influences program
decisionmaking and subsequent administrative processes, which in turn
~<termine state-level outcomes: a formula, an allocation of funds to each
district, further guidance to districts regarding the use of funds, and the
deployment of state-reserved funds in ways that may further benefit
districts (e.g., through competitive grants, technical assistance). A
parallel set of processes takes place at district level, influenced
powerfully by local context, resulting in outcomes that translate federal
and state policy into educational activities. Together, these processes and
outcomes constitute the key dimensions of impact on local and state

operations regarding which major policy issues are raised.
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The process takes place over time with a significant lag between the
initiation of the policy at the federal level and the formulation of each
level's response. Most important, response to the block grant is a
cumulative procass over time. At the local level especially, change is
likely to happen gradually as the new way of using and managing federal aid

becomes part of local routines.

The figure also demonstrates the role of contextual forces at the state
and local levels. These contribute to the variation in block grant
implementation across sites—-which i1s, in effect, an intended outcome of the

block grant.

One elaboration to the model is necessary before turning to the purposes
and research questions addressed by the National Study. The operation of a
federal program like Chapter 2 involves the interaction of many role groups,
each with differing stakes in the program. At the local level, parents,
teachers, administrators, board members, and interest groups are all
implicated, 1f not actively involved. At the state level, the governor's
office, legislators and their staffs, state board of education members, and
representatives of various public interests may join the array of
administrators from the state education agency. The general implications for
conceptualizing Chapter 2 implementation and effects is that "district” or
"gtate” is, in reality, many groups and individuals interacting with one
another. A comprehensive description of Chapter 2 implementation must
consider carefully the differences in roles, stakes, and perceptions of the

many types of actors.

Study Purposes and Research Questions

The purposes of the research include:

(1) Describe local activities and operations under Chapter 2 in its
third year, noting changes over the first 3 years of the program
and changes from antecedent programs.




(2) Assess the achievement of federal legislative goals (educational
improvement, reduction in administrative burden, enhancement of
local discretion, etc.).

(3) Describe how federal block grant policy, Chapter 2 funding and
regulatory features, and state actions or interpretations
influence district activities. In particular, the study
concentrates on fiscal effects deriving from state formulas and
other factors, effects of requirements for private school
participation and provisions for consultation w::th
parentcs/citizens, and the relationships of intergovernmental
levels under Chapter 2.

(4) Develop options for state and local evaluation of Chapter 2
programs.

(5) Draw lessons from Chapter 2 implementation and effects for future
federal policies.
This ceport summarizes the findings of the study with respect to study
purposes 1, 2, 3, and 5. A separate special izsue report deals with study
purpose 4; five other special reports provide greater detail on issues
subsumed in the second and third purposes (titles and authors of all these

reports are listed on the back of the title page).
To fulfill these purposes, the study is organized around 8 study topics

and 20 research questions under these topics. The study topics and research

questions are listed in Table I-1.

Methods and Data Sources

We developed data to answer these questions from a mail survey, a

telephone survey, apd site visits as deacribed below:

« A nationally representative mail survey of 1,600 districts during the
middle of the 1984-85 school year, the third year of Chapter 2's
implementation at the local level. Districts were selected randomly
within a stratification grid defined by three variables: district
size, regional location, and level of antecedent funding per pupil.
District administrators responsible for coordinating Chapter 2
answered the questionnaire. Response to the survey was high:
overall, 78.2% of the districts that were sent questionnaires returned
them.
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Table I-1
STUDY TOPICS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Funds Allocation and Expenditure

1. How are Chapter 2 funds distributed among districts? To what extent
has the distribution changed from before Chapter 2?

2. What are the current Chapter 2 spending patterns and how do they differ
across the 3 years of the program and from antecedent programs?

3. What influences current Chapter 2 gpending patterns?

Delivery of Educational Services for Public School Students

4. What kinds of educational activities does Chapter 2 support in its
third year of operation and since Chapter 2 became effective?

5. What students and staff participate in the activities supported by
Chapter 2?

6. In what ways (if at all) has Chapter 2 changed the pullic school
district's educational services from what was 1u place before ECIA?

7. How has Chapter 2 contributed tec improvement in the district's
educational program?

Local Program Administration

8. How is the Chapter 2 program administered at the local level?

9. What has been the impuct of Chapter 2 on local administrative and
paperwork burden?

Local Decisionmaking

10. How are local Chapter 2 program decisions made (mechanisms of
decisionmaking, who is influential)?

11. To what extent has the block grant increased 1local discretion in
program design and implementation?

Parent/Citizen Involvement

12. What do districts do to encourage parent or citizen participation in
Chapter 2 decisionmaking?

11
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Table I-1 (Concluded)

Parent/Citizen Involvement (Cont.)

13. What 1s the nature of parent/citizen involvement in Chapter 2
decisionmaking and influence on decisions?

Evaluation
14. How are school districts evaluating their uses of Chapter 2?

15. For what state and local purposes/audiences are information and
evaluation needed?

Participation of Private School Students

16. What are the patterns of private school student participation in
services supported by Chapter 2? Have these patterns changed from
before the block grant?

17. What funds are allocated to private school students (and staff) and
what kinds of services have they received under Chapter Z (by type, in
relation to public school students/staff, and in relation to antecedent
program participation)?

18. What decisionmaking and administrative activities are associated with
private school student and staff participation?

Intergovernmental Relations: Effects at the Local Level

19. How do state education agencies and districts interact under the
education block grant?

20. How have state and federal actions shaped lccal perceptions of the

purposes and requirements of Chapter 2 or otherwise influenced local
activities under the educatioa block grant?
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A representative telephone survey of 300 schools, chosen at random
from 120 districts that were, in turn, selected randomly from all
the cells of the mail survey stratification grid. $chools were
selected to represent equal proportions of elementary, junior
high/middle, and high schools; and, within each of these categories,
equal numbers using their Chapter 2 fuuds for three types of
purposes: computer applications, gifted-and-talented programs, and
remedial or basic skills programs. Principals or staff most closely
associated with the Chapter 2-supported activities at each school
responded to the survey. Telephone survey data were collected
toward the end of the 1984-85 school year; 91.2% of the schools
chosen for the sample responded.

Site visits to 24 school districts in 13 states, and within these
districts approximately 100 public schools. The districts were a
subset of the mail survey sample, chosen to reflect the principal
variations in district size, regional location, and antecedent
funding levels represented in the mail survey stratification grid.
The choice of sites balanced a number of other selection criteria:
metropolitan status, presence of a desegregation plan, fiscal
condition, proportion of students educated in nonpublic schools,
nature and level of interest group activity, types of activities
supported by block grant funds, and relationships with intermediate
units. A variety of staff at district and school level were
interviewed, including Chapter 2 coordinators, superintendents,
school board members, business officers, directors of curriculum and
instruction, principals, teachers, and evaluators. These site
visits, lasting 2 to 5 days depending on the size of the district,
took place in the fall of the 1984-85 school year.

Site visits to 8 state education agencies (in states differing from
those in the first site visit sample), 24 districts within these
states, and 66 private schools within the districts. These sites
were selected on criteria similar to those for the initial site
visit sample, but additional criteria were used to znsure variation
on factors pertinent to several of the special issues addressed by
the study: nature of private school component, approach to
evaluation (and corresponding statse requirements), and
characteristic state-local relationship. At state level, we
interviewed SEA officials responsible for Chapter 2, budget, other
federal programs, overall inst:uctional administration, and
evaluation, as well as members of the educational policy community
outside the SEA, representatives of the Chapter 2 State Advisory
Committee, and officials in State private school organizations. At
the local level, we interviewed the same kinds of individuals at the
district office as in the first site visit sample; we also included
private school officials (e.g., principals, local representatives of
private school organizations) and community members (e.g., parents,
advocacy group members). Visits to state education agencies took 1

to 2 days and those to school districts from 2 to 5 days as in the
first visit sample; these visits were made in the spring of the
1984-85 school year.




The types of data collected from these four sources were coordinated so
that what we learned from one could be related to findings from amother.
Mail survey items, for example, were asked as part of the interviews done
during case studies. Other interview questions probed more deeply the
information gained from the mail survey. The telephone survey explored the
same topics for selected Chapter 2~gupported activities at the school level.

Further information on the study's research methods appears in

Appendix E.
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PART ONE

BLOCK GRANT FUNDS AND THE ACTIVITIES THEY SUPPORT
AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

In this part of the report, we provide an overview of the Chapter 2
block grant at the local level, concentrating on the funds themselves and
the activities these funds support. Separate sections describe findings

regarding:

. The distribution of Chapter 2 funds among districts, from both state
formula and state discretionary sources (Section II).

. The types of activities supported by the block grant, at present and
in contrast with antecedent programs (Section III).

. The patterns of local expenditures and factors associated with them
(Section 1IV).

We summarize the highlights of our findings in this part below, by

these three sections.

The Distribution of Chapter 2 Funds Among States and Districts

Our analyses identified the total amounts of funding available to the
local level under the block grant, the amounts districts typically receive,

and the degree of change from antecedent programs.

Total Amounts of Funding Available to the lLocal Level--We fourn. that:

. The total amount of money available to districts under the block
grant (in 1984-85) 1s $350,295,000, which represents approximately
16% less than the aggregate local funding received by districts from
antecedent programs in the last year before Chapter 2.
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Virtually all (98.4%) of these funds reach districts through state
formula allocations; the remainder comes in the form of competitive
grants or other reimbursements out of the states' Chapter 2
set-asides (fewer than 2% of districts nationwide receive this rtate
"discretionary” money).

What Districts Receive Under Chapter 2--What a district receives per

year under the block grant depends principally on its enrollment size (the

most significant factor in each state formula).

. Annual allocations range from an average of nearly $400,000 in
districts with enrollments of 25,000 students or more to
approximately $2,000 in districts with fewer than 600 students. The
great majority of districts receive less than $50,000 per year;
three-fifths receive less than $10,000.

. The resources Chapter 2 provides districts are very modest: between
$7.00 and $9.00 per pupil, on average. This figure may vary to
about twice or as little as half that amount, as a result of "high
cost” factors in each state formula, but as interpreted by the
states the funding mechanism tends to prevent greater variation.

Change in Funding Since Antecedent Programs--Most districts

(three-quarters of all districts nationwide) gained funds relative to what

they had ieceived under antecedent programs.

. Those that had received the most before (e.g., the largest
districts) lost heavily.

. Smaller districts were especially likely to gain under the block
grant and to gain the most in proportional terms (even though this
meant receiving $4,000 instead of $2,000 per year).

. The block gr.nt has brought about no obvious shifts in funding away

from concentrations of economically disadvantaged children, except
in the largest urban districts.

What the Block Grant Supports at the Local Level

Types of Activities Supported--The most prevalent uses of the

block grant are for computer applications and support for libraries and

media centers (in approximately three-quarters and two-thirds of all




districts, respectively), followed by curriculum or new program development
and staff development (each in approximately a quarter of all districts),
and finally by instructional services or student support services (each in

about one-sixth of the nation's schoo. districts).

. Ouly a small percentage of districts put Chapter 2 funds into uses
such as administration or evaluation that are unrelated to
instructioun or instructional support.

- Between a quarter and a third of districts that have implemented a
desegregation plan of some kind over the last 5 years used Chapter 2
funds to support desegregation-re’ated activities (which may include
any of the above-mentioned types of activities).

Types of Students Served--Regarding the level and types of students

served by Chapter 2 funds, we found that:

. Districts are equally likely to devote the funding to elementary,
junior high/middle, and senior high school levels.

» Although activities are often targeted to particular types of
students, no one g.oup predominates across all districts. There are
some variations by type of activity, however; gifted and talented
students, for example, are twice as likely to be the focus of
curriculum developmcnt supported by Chapter 2 as
economically/educationally disadvantaged students. Across all types
of activities supported by the block grant, a majority of districts
indicate that these activities serve all types of students.

Change in Activities Supported Since Antecedent Programs--Regarding

changes in activities supported over time, our analyses indicate that:

. A larger percentage of districts are supporting more kinds of
activities, on average, under Chapter 2 (as of the 1984-85 school
year) than under antecedent programs; these increases are matched oi
exceeded by the numbers of students represented by these districts.

. These increases have occurred gradually over the 3 years of the
block grant; each year, more districts have been willing to venture
into new areas.




Expenditure Patterns and the Explanations for Them

We examined expenditures both in programmatic terms--that is, by type
of activity supported by the block grant--and by types of resource purchased
with Chapter 2 funds.

Our analyses suggest the following broad expenditure patterns under

Chapter 2:

. The larger the district (and, hence, the more dollars to work with),
the more diversified the district's "portfolio" of program
investments. Smaller districts tend to concentrate their block
grant resources in only one or two areas.

. Overall, support for computer applications and libraries or media
centers (implying investment in equipment or material resources)
consumes a greater proportion of local block grant funds
(approximately three-fifths of total local Chapter 2 funding in
1984-85) than support for instructional or student support services
(which imply investment in staff resources) or staff and curriculum
development (which imply investments in staff or consultant
resources).

. Investments in salaries support, for the most part, staff who
provide direct services to students (teachers, counselors, aides).
Only a small percentage of total Chapter 2 funds (approximately 5%)
are used to support administrative costs.

Regarding the major influences on expenditure decisions, we found that:

« The absolute amounts of money received under (hapter 2, commitments
to antecedent program staff or purposes, and local educational
priorities are driving forces behind expenditure decisions. Change
in funding levels from what was received under antecedent programs
also plays a role, but primarily where losses were substantial (as
in the largest urban districts) or where gains have been
significiant.

. Uncertainties about audits and the future of Chapter 2 tunding exert
a weak influence, if any, on Chapter 2 expenditure decisions. Where
thece uncertainties are important considerations, local expendicures
favor equipment and material purchases over other investnents, such
as staff.
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Neither state reform priorities and mandates nor natiomal reform
recommendations appear to have had a major influence on expenditure
decisions. However, Chapter 2 funds have frequently been used to
address certair widely held improvement priorities (e.g., related to
increasing instruction in mathematics, science, or computer
literacy, and to developing programs based on effective schools
research).




II DISTRIBUTION OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS AMONG STATES AND DISTRICTS*

In this section we summarize the way Chapter 2 funds flow to school
districts across the nation and, to the extent that it affects local
allocations, the flow of funds across states. Because state education
agencies allocate Chapter 2 dollars to districts by formulas that heavily
emphasize enrollment, we pay particular attention to the effects of district
size (and other characteristics influencing formula distributions) on the
amount of Chapter 2 funds districts receive. We also analyze the changes
from the pattern of distribution under antecedent programs and document the
extent and nature of redistribution that has taken place under the block

grant.

Summary

The analyses reported in this section support the following findings.
First, regarding the funds available to the local level, we found that:

(1) The total amount available to districts in the 1984-85 school year
through state formula allocations is $350,295,000. This
represents an approximately 16% drop from what the "antecedent
programs” (those consolidated into Chapter 2) made available to
districts in the last year before the block grant (the 1981-82
school year). An estimated $5,770,968 of the Chapter 2 state
"get-asides” (the block grant funds distributed to each state
which were reserved for state use) was reallocated to districts in
the 1984-85 school year in the form of competitive grants or other
reimbursements, thus augmentiig the formula allocations somewhat.

*
This section is adapted from the corresponding sections of another report

from the National Study (Apling and Padilla, 1986).
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(2) Only a small percentage (1.6%) of all districts received state
set-aside funding (also referred to as "state discretionary
funding”). The aggregate amount of state set-aside funding
reallocated to districts has declined by approximately 25%, over
the 3 years of the block grant, as state carryover funding from
antecedent programs has been depleted and as short-term
desegregation agsistance has ended.

Second, regarding the amounts of funding districts receive under the

block grant, we found that:

(3) The funds districts receive are primarily a reflection of their
enrollment size. Annual allocations (including state
discretionary funding) range from more than $6,000,000 to less
than $100. The great majority of districts (more than 99%)
receive less than $50,000 a year under Chapter 2. Approximately
three~-fifths cf all districts receive less than $10,000.

(4) The amounts received under the block grant provide between $7.00
and $9.00 per student, on average, in all size categories. State
formulas, that adjust for concentrations of "Ligii-cost” children
(e.g., the disadvantaged or limited English proficient, children
undergoing desegregation, children in sparsely populated areas)
may change this per pupil figure to about twice the average or
reduce it by half, depending on the way high~cost factors apply to
the district.

(5) Compared with the total costs of educating students (about $3,000
per child for the districts in our sample) or of services under
larger targeted federal programs (e.g., nearly $400 per child in
the Chapter 1 program), the resources provided by the block grant
are modest.

Third, with regard to the change in funding since the time of

antecedent programs, vwe found that:

(6) With two exceptions (ESEA Titles IV-B and IV-C), the antecedent
programs were heavily concentrated in the largest districts,
especially those in urban areas. (Title iV-B was spread uniformly
across nearly all districts; Title IV-C provided funds to a
quarter or more of the districts in all size categcries.)

(7) On average, districts that had received the most under antecedent
programs lcst large amounts of funding while all others tended to
gain. Overall, approximately three—quarter of the districts in
the nation gained funds. This proportion was especially high
among smaller and medium-sized districts, which tended relatively
to gain the most, nearly doubling the amounts they had received
before.
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(8) With the change to the block grant, total funding tended to shift
from larger, more populated states to those with fewer students.

(9) Under the block grant, there has Jeen no obvious shift of funding
uway from higher concentrations of poor children, except in the
largest urban districts.

Funds Available to the local Level

To put our analyses in context, we summarize in Table II-1 the total
amounts of funds available to districts under antecedent programs (in the
1981-82 school year) and under “hapter 2 (in the 1984-85 school year) for
both public and private school students. The table demonstrates several

points about the block grant mechanism by contrast with what preceded it:

. Under either funding mechanism, the great majority of the funds,
slightly more than 80%, are available for direct use by districts,
once the inapplicable portions of the Chapter 2 appropriation are
removed (e.g., the Secretary's Discretionary Fund).

. Overall, the total amount of funds available to districts has
dropped by approximately 16% (this drop occurred in the first year
of the block grant; in the subsequent two years, it was funded at
approximately the same level).

. Both the total amount and the proportion available to state
education agencies (SEAs) have increased slightly under the block
grant (individual SEAs, however, may have received less).

The table also notes the extent to which SRI's estimates of the funds
available to districts deviate from the true aggregate figures; while
slightly underestimating the amounts available in either year, the results

of our mail survey paint an accurat: picture for the purposes of this study.

The analyses that follow concentrate on the funds directly available to
districts. This approach slightly understates the total of services
districts may receive under either funding mechanism, especially antecedent
programs, a sizable portion of the funds from which supportcd various
services provided by SEAs or agencies contracting with them: technical
assistance, training services, curriculum consultation, and other forms of
assistance to districts' instructional programs. Although some observers
suggest that these kinds of services have diminished under Chapter 2 (e.g.,
McLaughlin, 1982), our study does not have comprehensive informa.ion on what

states did with their share of block grant funds.
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Table TI-1

FUNDS AVAILABLE TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES UNDER
ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND CHAPTER 2 (THROUGH FORMULA ALLOCATIONS)

Total federal appropriations

Funds not available for
use by SEAs or LEAs:

Secretary's fund
Trust territories (est.)
Puerto Rico (est.)

Funds distributed to statest

State set-asides, grants
to IHEs or other
contracting agencies (est.)

Remaining funds distributed to LEAs
through formula allocations (for
public and private school students)

SRI estimate of funds distributed to
LEAs based on mail questionnaire
sample

Services for public school students
Services for private school students

(Degree to which SRI estimate deviates
from aggregate figures)

*
Based on estimates in Henderson, 1985.

Antecedent
programs
FY 81

$536,378,000

(25,446,000)
(3,940,000)
(9,126,000)

497,866,000

(81,800,000)*

416,066,000

403,154,800

Chapter 2
FY 84

$479,420,000

(28,765,000)
(4,800,000)
(8,000,000)

437,855,000

_187,560,000)**

350,295,000

344,992,000

323,307,462
21,684,538

(-1.5%)

'T ]
A small proportion of this amount 18 re-allocated to districte in the form

of state discretionary grants. See discussion in text.

+ Includes the 50 states plus the District of Columbia.

++Unavailable.
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Some of the state funds set aside under the block grant may reach

districts in the form of direct grants--either through grant coapecitions or
as subsidies to compensate districts for losses from the antecedent programs
as in the case of desegregating districts in some states, which recei.ed
extra funds in the first and second years of the block grant to help
maintain programs ormerly funded by the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA).
This fact means that the figures in Table II-1 need to be slightlv adjurted

to represent the true amount of funding availzble to districts:

Total funds available to districts

from formula allocations in $344,992,000
1984-85 (SRI estimate)

Total state discretionary grants
in 1984-85 reported by districts $ 5,770,968
(SRI estimate)

$350,762,968

The total amount allocated to districts by states through discretionmary
grantr has deciined so~~what across the 3 years of the block grant, (see
Table II-2) reflecting primerily the fact that some grants were meant as
short-term support while districts adjusted their desegregation programs in
the first few years of Chapter 2 implementation. State discretionary grants
also may have been larger in the first 2 years of Chapter 2 because SEAs

still had some c.rryover funds from the last year of antecadent programs.

Table II-2

TOTAL STATE CHAPTER 2 DISCRETIONARY GRANTS REPORTED BY DiSTRICTS
FOR THE THREE YEARS OF THE BLOCK GRANT

National Estimate Number of states
of total making Chapter 2
School year state grant funding discretionary grants¥*
1982-83 $7,500,450 26
1983-84 $7,614,795 23
1984-85 $5,770,968 22

x
Based on district reports of funds received.
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The total amount available to districts under the block grant includes

funding for services to both public and private school students. Thus, to
understand whet was potentially available for districts to use for their owu
students, one must adjust the aggregate figurea, as shown in Table II-1. (A
later sectinn in this report discusses the amounts of funding used to serve

private school students.)

Amount of Funds Districts Receive

Table I1-3 shows the average amount of Chapter 2 funding that districts
in different size categories received (from formula and state discretiomary
sources) in the 1984-85 school year. Allocation of formula funds is based
on state-determined formulas, which facto. in enrollment and often adjust
for high costs associated with educating certain groups of children (e.g..
the disadvantaged, handicapped, or limited English proficient; st-idents
undergoing desegregation; students living in sparsely populated zreas).
Discretionary funds are distributed by states to eelected 4istricts through
a separate process, as explained abuve. The totei Cazpter 2 funding for a
district is the sum of these two allocations. The table shows the vast
range in formula or "flow-through” funds. Since local enro)lment is the
predominant factor in all state formulas, it is not surprising that

allocations of formula funds closely follow district size.

Table I1I-3 also shows that the additional funds from state
discretionary sources have little effect on the total amount received under
the block grant, even for the nation's large:t districts. The great
majority of districts in all size categories do not receive these state
discretionary funds. Only an estimated 1.6% of all districts did so in
school year 1984-85 (larger districts are more likely to receive these

funds; approximately one-fifth of the very large districts received these
grants 'n 1984-85).




Table II-3

AVERAGE FORMULA AND TOTAL CHAPTER 2 FUNDING,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT (1984-85)

Median Median
District Size formula total
(Enrollment) funds funds*
Very large
(25,000 or mcre) $397,587 $399,709
Urban 451,385 451,385
Suburban 310,301 341,704
large ~.24,000 107,212
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 29,602 29,823
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 9,000 9,000
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 2,036 2,036
(under 600)
All districts 6,422 6,422

x

The total Chapicr 2 funds received by districts = formula allocation +
state discretionary funding (if any).




The pattern presented in Table II--3 can also be summarized by
considering the number and proportion of districts receiving various amounts
of funding. Local Chapter 2 funding ranges from over $6,000,000 in the
largest districts to less than $100 in the smallest, as shown in Table
I1I-4. It is clear from the table that a large majority (over 90%) of the
nation's school districts receive less than $50,000 per year from Chapter 2
and that more than 607 receive less than $10,000.

In addition to the absolute size of Chapter 2 allocations, it is useful
to consider the amounts per pupil that Chapter 2 provides to school
districts. As Table II-5 shows, Chapter 2 provides between $7 and $9
dollars, an average, per pupil. State formulas may adjust the amount to
approximately half or twice this figure, depending on the degree to which
high-cost factors apply to a givea district. This is not a large amount of
money, with or without these adjustments, when one compares the figure to
what it costs to educate a child (about $3,000 annually for the districts in
our sample) or what districts spend per child under other federal programs
(districts may receive nearly $400 per child to provide compensatory

education through the Chapter 1 program, for example) .

The per pupil amount received under Chapter 2 varies slightly by size
of district. Larger urban and very small districts receive more momey per
pupil than do districts of other sizes. This reflects the extra
compensation that most state formulas provide for high—cost children, who
tend to be concentrated in larger urban areas, and state adjustments for

sparse population, which would benefit very small districts.

Gain or loss of Funds Under the Block Grant

The block grant radically changed the antecedent-program allocation
mechanism and, as a result, the distribution of funds. The eight largest of

these programs, which accounted for more than 99% of all antecedent funding
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Table II-4

AMOUNT OF FUNDING RECEIVED UNDER CHAJTER 2,
BY SIZE OF BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATION

Amount of Chapter 2 funding Number of
received in 1984-85 districts
More than $1,000,000 20
$500,000 to $1,000,000 44
$100,000 to $499,000 396
$50,000 to $99,999 791
$25,000 to $49,999 1,522
$10,000 to $24,999 3,254
$5,000 to $9,999 2,578
$2,500 to $4,999 2,572
$1,000 to $2,499 2,459
Less than $1,000 1,209
Total 14,845%

Percentage
of districts

0.1
0.3
2.7
5.3
10.3
21.9
17.4
17.3

16.6

100.0

*
This number is slightly less than the total number of districts (15,533)
because of missing data.




Table 1I-5

AVERAGE AMOUNT OF DISTRICT CHAPTER 2 FUNDS PER PUPIL,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Amount of Percentage
1984-85 Chapter 2 funds per pupil Percentage of national
District Size 10th 90th of students Chapter 2
(Enrollment) percentile Median percentile nationwide funding
Very large $6.40 $8.19 $14.65 26 32
(25,000 or more)
Urban 6.78 9.19 15.88 16 22
Suburban 5.55 7.63 9.82 10 10
Large 5.23 7.16 10.39 17 16
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 4.08 6.85 10.99 35 30
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 4.57 7.42 12.71 18 17
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 6.00 8.36 15.89 4 6
(under 600)
All districts 4.98 7.89 15.80 100 100
30
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in 1981-82, are 1isted in Table II-6. Table II-7 summarizes the
distribution pattern for these eight programs across district size

categories. Several features of the distribution are quickly apparent:

. ESEA Title IV-B was spread fairly uniformly across all size
categories; virtually all districts participated in it.

- ESEA Title IV-C funding reached a substantial proportionm of
districts ic all size categories--approximately a quarter or more of
all districts--except in the smallest districts.

« Other heavily funded programs--ESAA and, to a lesser extent, Career
Education, Basic Skills Teacher Corps, and Teacher Centers--were
concentrated heavily in the largest districts, among which a quarter
to a half participated in these programs.

. Other programs shown in the table were not very prevalent in any
size category, although larger districts were more likely to have
them than others. (The same pattern applies in an even more extreme
form to the remaining antecedent programs omitted from the table.)

. large urban districts, which arguably had the greatest concentration
of special educational needs, benefited more from the antecedent
programs than any other category of district. Three-fifths or more
of them had ESAA, Title IV-C, and Title IV-B approximately
one—quarter to one-third had Career Education or Teacher Corns
projects; they were four times as likely as other types of districts
to have Teacher's Centers.

Except for ESEA Title IV-B, which went to virtually all districts, the
antecedent programs were awarded on a competitive basis. Accordingly, the
funds went to a selected few. As the pattern in the table demonstrates, the
largest districts were likely to be very successful at attracting these
grants, while smaller districts were less so (except under ESEA Title IV-C
in some states, where half or more of the districts received one or amother
kind of IV-C grant).

The redistribucive effect of the block grant was simple and profound:
on average, districts that had received the most under antecedent programs
(very large urban districts) lost large amounts of funds while all other
size categories gained. Smaller districts were likely to gain the most in
proportional terms, nearly doubling the amounts (on average) that they had
received before. This pattern appears in Table II-8.
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Table II-6

EIGHT LARGEST ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND THEIR
FUNDING LEVELS IN THE 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR.

Percentage of

Total amounts total antecedent
Antecedent Program received by program funding
(Purpose) districts in 1981-82 in 1981-82

ESEA, Title IV-B $134,535,311 33.3 |
(Library support)

ESEA, Title IV-C 63,135,066 15.7
(Innovative practices)

ESAA*
(Desegregation assistance) 145,296,973 36.0

Career Education 7,408,575 1.8
(Introduction to the
world of work)

ESEA, Title II 29,339,121 7.3
(Basic skills improvement)

ESEA, Title IX, Part A 4,891,879 1.2
(Gifted ani Talented)

Teacher Corps 7,452,278%% 1.8
(Collaborative staff
development, districts and
colleges of education)

Teacher Centers 6,200,081 1.5
(teacher training
and support)

Total: 398,260,622 98.7

x
Subsequently ESEA, Title VI, when the <mergency School Aid Act (ESAA) was

subsumed by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

xR
An approximately equivalent amount was received by institutes of higher

education to support their portion of Teacher Corps activities.
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Table 1I-7

DISTRIBUTION OF EIGHT LARGEST ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS, BY S1ZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts in each gize category that received funds 1in 1981-82 under the following antecedent programs:

Distri:t Size ESEA ESEA Career Basic Gifted and Teacher Teacher
(Enrollment) 1VB Ive FSAA Education Skills Talented Corps Centers
Very large 95 63 48 30 25 12 22 10
(25,000 or more)
Urban 96 N 60 23 23 9 32 M)
Suburban 94 54 32 40 28 15 10 3
Large 96 47 12 22 5 10 5 4
(10,000 to 24,999)
Med {um 96 33 7 11 5 4 0.4 1
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 96 23 2 8 3 4 1 1
(600 to 2,499)
W
w Very small 87 9 3 4 7 1 0 0
(under 600) - o L o _ .
All districts 92 20 4 7 5 3 0.7 0.8
.
by
-
O () J

ERIC
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Table II-8

AVERAGE FUNDING FROM ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS (1981-82)
AND CHAPTER 2 (1982-83), BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Median Median
District Size antecedent funds Chapter 2 funds* Percent
(Enrollment) (1981-82) (1982-83) Change
Very large $352,481 382,716 +9
(25,000 or more)
Urban 543,923 $433,100 -20
Suburban 250,281 329,171 +32
Large 70,737 94,233 +33
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 17,617 28,410 +61
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 4,946 8,841 +79
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 1,399 1,972 +41
(under 600
All districts 4,706 6,532 +39

®
Including both formula and state discretionary funds.
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Not all districts gained or lost the same amount or proportion of
funding. To examine these kinds of differences, we created the following

categoriee of loss or gain in funds:

+ Gained more than 75%

« Gained between 26X and 75%
+ Gained between 5% and 25%
. Little loss or gain (+ 5%)
+ Lost between 5% and 25%

. Lost between 26% and 75%

+ Lost more than 75%

Table II-9 shows the proportion of districts in each size category that fell
into each of these groupings. Overall, approximately three-quarters of the
districts in the nation gained funde; this proportion wan especially high
for smaller and medium-sized districts. Very large urban districts lost
funds in the greatest numbers; more than half of them (and nearly all of the
districts in this category that had received desegregation assistance
funding through the ESAA program) had less funding under the block grant
than before. However, there were a substantial number of gainers in all

size categories, as the table demonstrates.

The shift in funding mechanism had the effect of redistributing funding
among states. Reflecting the composition of their pool of districts, states
sometimes gained considerable funding under the block grant, but more often
received fewer funds, as Table II-10 shows. The chief explanation for this
change rests with the placement of former ESAA districts; the states with
these are indicated in the table with asterisks. Another explanation for
the change is that dollars were shifted from concentrations of student

population to states with a smaller proportion of the nation's students.

There has been concern and some evidence (e.g.. Verstegen, 1983) that
the block grant moved dollars from poor studeuts to others. Analyses
presented in another report from this study (Apling and Padilla, 1986)

demonstrate that across all districts there is no obvious shift in funding
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District Size
(Earollment)

Table 1I-9

DISTRICTS THAT LOST AND GAINED FUNDING UNDER CHAPTER 2, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts that had ...

Greater than

Little losa

Greater than

~ Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Ssall
(600 to 2,499)

Very samall
(under 600)

All districts

ERIC
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75% gain 26-75% gain 5-25% gain or gain 5-25% loss 26-75% loss 75% loss
32¢ 12 8 5 15 23 6
26 11 8 3 13 29 11
40 12 8 7 17 15 0
47 15 8 3 6 18 3
50 19 5 4 5 14 4
51 20 8 3 4 13 2
52 11 10 6 3 10 8
51 16 9 4 4 12 5
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Table II-10

STATE GAIN OR LOSS OF FUNDS UNDER CHAPTER 2

Substantial Gain Slight Gain Slight Loss Subatantial Loss
(Greater Than 10%) (+12 thoough +102) (02 th* _gh -10%) (Greater Than -10%)
Alaska 30.72 Maryland 9.22 North Carolins -3.42 Montana -10.52
Nevads 28.6 South Dakotas 9.1 fouth Carolina -3.5 Arizona -10.7
Wyoming 25.4 Oklahoma 7.9 Illinois -3.7 Maine -11.2
Kentucky 19.9 Oregon 7.8 Color:do ~4.4 Michigan* -11.2
Minnesots 15.4 Iows 6.6 Massachusetts -4.4 Georgia® -12.4
North Dakota 12.1 Arkansas 5.0 Idaho ~7.0 New Jersey* -13.2
Weat Virgiunia 11.3 Florida* 3.9 Tenneasee _ -9.2 Virginia ~16.0

Kansas 3.3 Hawaii -16.3

Represents 72 New Hampshire 3.1 Represents 152 Alabama® -17.9

of nation’'s Pennsylvania 3.1 of p=.10n's Ohio* ~-19.2

Students Utsh 2.8 S.udenta Indiana® -20.3

Texas* 1.5 Vermont -20.9

Rhcde Island -20.0

Repreaents 241 Nebraaks ~23.7

of nation’'s California® -23.8

Students Washington® -23.8

New Mexico ~24.1

w Louisiana® ~25.9
~N Coonecticut® -26.9
Miasiasippi® -31.1

New York®* -35.0

Wisco.s.n® -35.2

Missouri® =-49.3

District of Columbia -56.9

Delaware* ~58.9

Repreaents 54X
of nation’s
Students

L]
States that rrceived sore taan 251 of their Piscal Year 1981 funds from the Emergency School Afd Acr (ESSA).

Source: Aaapted from Henderson (1985).
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away from higher coicentrations of poor children. However, the finding does
not apply to the largest urban districts. In this size category, a
significantly greater propnrtion of the highest-poverty districts lost

funding as compared vith those having the smalleat concentrations of poor
students.




III WHAT THE BLOCK GRANT SUPPORTS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

The law and regulations governing Chapter 2 funds permit districts to
use the funds received under the block grant to address practically the full
range of educational needs encountered at the local level. Our mail survey
and site visit data allow us to describe the overall patterns of use,
summarize the way these uses are distributed by grade level and among types
of students, and document change in these patterns over time {in comparison
with antecedent programs and across the 3 years of the block grant). We
present an overview of these results in this section. Each type of

activity is described more specifically in subsequent sections of the report.

Summagz

The analyses described in this section suppsort the following findings.
First, with regard to the types of activities support by Chapter 2 funds, we
found that:

(1) Computer applications and support for libraries and media centers
are favored by the largest proportion of districts, approximately
three-quarters and two-thirds respectively. These districts
comprise approximately four-fifths of the nation's student
population.

(2) A quarter of all school districts (representing nearly half of the
nation's student population) use Chapter 2 funds for curriculum or
new-program development. Approximately the same percentage of
districts devote some or all of their block grant funding to staff
development.

(3) One-sixth of all school districts (comprising a third of the
nation's students) put some or all of their Chapter 2 funds into
student support services. The same pattern holds for
instructional services (e.g., compensatory education programs,
gifted and talented programs).
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(4) Chapter 2 funds support desegregation-related activities (whicu
may be part of the activity categories noted above) in 29% of all
districtas that have implemented some kind of plan in the last 5
years to desegregate schools or reduce racial isolationm.

(5) Only a small percentage of districts put Chapter 2 funds into uses
such as administration (in 6% of all districts) or evaluaticn (in
1%) that are unrelated to instruction or imstructiomal support
(e.g., counseliny, library services, training).

(6) Larger districts tend to spread their block grant funds among more
activity areas than smaller districts.

Second, with regard to the grade le ls served by Chapter 2, our

analyses demonstrate that:

(7) Activities supported by the block grant are spread fairly evenly
across all grade levels; districts are as likely to apply their
funding to activities in elementary, junior—high/middle, or senior
high school grades. (This may mean, in a given district, that
certain grade levels get served ome year, others the next.)

Third, with regard to the types of students served by block grant

funds, our findiags can be snmmarized as foll ws:

(8) Although activities supported by the block grant are often
targeted to particular types of students, no ome group
predominates across all districts. There are some important
differences, however, by type of activity:

(a) Curriculum (or new-program) development is aimed
dispropertionately at the needs of gifted and talentad
students.

(b) Instructional services serve disadvantaged students and, to a
lesser extent, handicapped students more frequently than other
groupa. Instructional services are targeted to limited
English-proficient students twice as often as are other
activities.

(9) 1In addition to serving particular groups, respondents typically
indicate that what they do in each activity category serves "all
types of students.”

Fourth, our findings about the change in activities supported by

Chapter 2 compared with antecedent programs are as follows:
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(10) By comparison with what occurred under antecedent programs, a

larger percentage of districts are supporting more kinds of
activities, on average, under Chapter 2. Computer applications
have increased more than threefold (by the 1984-85 school year);
staff development and instructional services are supported twice
ag often. Support for libraries and media centers is the only
activity area supported by fewer districts under the block grant.

(11) The increase in proportion of districts supporting each activity

area 18 matched or exceeded by the percentage of the nation's
students included within these districts.

Fifth, with regard to change in activities supported by Chapter 2 over

the 3 vears of the block grant, we found that:

(12) The pattern of change from antecedent programs has happened

gradually over the 3 years of the block grant. An increasing
percentage of districts have become willing with each school year
to depart from prior uses of funds.

Types of Activities Supported by the Block Grant

We have divided educational activities supported by the block grant

8ix main categories:

Computer applications: any use of Chapter 2-supported computer

hardware and/or software.

Support for libraries, media centers, and other school departments:

materials and equipment, other than computer hardware or software,
purchased with Chapter 2 funds.

Curriculum or new-program development: any use of Chapter 2 funds

to create or elaborate curricula or new programs.

Staff development: Chapter 2-supported inservice or other training

activities for teachers or other staff.

Student support services: Chapter 2 support for any

noninstructional direct student service such as counseling,
assessment, or dropout prevention.

Instructional services: Chapter 2 support for any other

instructional program, such as compensatory, bilingual/ESL, or
gifted and talented programs.

The incidence of these across all districts appears in Table III-1.
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Table III-1

DISTRIBUTION OF BLOCK-GRANT-SUPPORTED ACTIVITIES
ACROSS DISTRICTS AND STUDENTS

Percentage Percentage of
of districts students nationwide

Educational Activity Categories nationwide in these districts
Computer applications 72 82
Suppor¢ for Jibraries, 68 78

media centers
Curriculum or new program

development 25 44
Staff development 27 55
Student support services 15 34
Instructional services 16 33

Because the incidence of activities across districts does not reveal how
they are distributed among students, we show in Table III-1 the proportion
of the nation's student population that falls within the districts using
Chapter 2 for each type of activity. (We do not assume that all students
within these districts benefited from the activity in question, but merely
imply that these students poteatially had access to the activities.) The
inclusion of student data in this table paints a somewhat different picture
of the way Chapter 2's benefits are distributed; for example, although
approximately one-quarter of all districts are using the funds for staff
development, more than half of the nation's student population falls in
these districts.

Many districts, especially the larger ones, supported several kinds of

activity. The various uses were not equally likely in all district size

categories, as shown in Table III-2.




District Size
(Enrollment)

Table III-2

ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED BY BLOCK GRANT FUNDS,

Percentage of d otricts in each size category putting 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds into:

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Med{ium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small
(600 to 2,499)

1%

Very small
(under 600,

All dietricts

~1
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Computer Library/media Curriculum
applications centel support development
85 86 56
85 86 50
87 85 62
82 82 49
78 71 33
80 64 25
62 68 18
72 68 25

Student

support services

52

54

49

42

22

17

15

Instructional
services

54

62

44

36

25

12

13

16

Staff
development
78
83
73
68
40
27

16

27




The six activity categories consume unequal proportions of Chapter 2
funds nationwide. As shown in Table I1I-3, the first two (computer
applications and library/media center support) account for nearly three
fifths (59%) of all local Chapter 2 expenditures inm the 1984-85 school
year. The other categories divide up the remaining funds into roughly equal
segments of between 7% and 9% of all local Chapter 2 expenditures in the
1784-85 school year.

The activity categories just described do mot capture all possible uses
of tlock grant funds. We inquired about other uses, both related and
unrelated to instruction, the incidence of which appears in Table III-4.

These uses occur with less frequency than the major activity categories
described above (except among desegregating districts, more than a quarter
of which use Chapter 2 funds for activities that assist their desegregation
efforts). Taken together with Tables III-2 and III-2, the data in this
table point out a basic fact about the block grant: the vast majority of
funds are used for instructional activities and instructional support. Only
a small percentage of districts devote these dollars to noninstructional
activities such as administration (see Section X for a discussion of

administrative uses of Chapter z funds; Section XIII discusses evaluation).

Grade levels Served by Chapter 2-Supported Activities

Chapter 2 funds are supporting activities in all grade levels from
preschool/kindergarten levels through high school, but in the 1984-85 school
year districts tended to direct these funds more heavily to the upper
elementary through senior high grades, as Table III-5 shows. (The table
omits "library/media center support”, which 1s typically distributed equally
across all grade levels.) The activities shown in the table are spread
fairly evenly across grade leve s. More fine-grained analysis of how
Chapter 2 support for selected types of inmstructional service (gifted and
talented, remedial programs) and "schoolwide improvement” programs is

distributed across grade levels reveals the same basic pattern (see Knapp,
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Table III-3

HOW LOCAL BLOCK GRANT FUNDS ARE DIVIDED AMONG
THE MAJOR TYPES OF EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES THEY SUPPORT

Types of Activities

Computer applications
Library/media center support

Curriculum or new-
program development

Student support
services

Instructional services
Staff development
’ ther*

Total

Percentage of local
funds allocated to
activity in 1984-85

30%

29

100%

Total local
expenditures with
1984-85 Chapter 2

funds*

$98,757,903

96,682,360

30,055,895

24,913,887
26,636,991
28,657,702

__ 24,680,265
$330,385,003*%*

Includes community education, minigrants, administration, evaluation, and
miscellaneous uses that do not fit into the previous categories. See

Table 111—4 .

This total reflects expenditures made or projected, as of the time of
responding to the questionnaire in February to March 1985, from both

formula and discretionary sources.

It is8 less than the figure in

Section II for "total amount of Chapter 2 funds available to LEAs",

because it does not include the private school share.

45

u




Table III-4

OTHER USES OF CHAPIER 2 FUNDS

Percentage of all districts
using some or all of
their 1984-85 Chapter 2
Uses of Chapter 2 funds* funds for thesaz activities

Desegregation-related activities:*

any kind of activities related 6 (29)*x
to achieving desegregation goals

or reducing racial isolation

Minigrant programs: e.g., locally

sponsored competitive grants to 3
support teachers' o~ schools'
proposals

Community education: e.g.,

instructional services for z
community members or other

outreach services

Administration: e.g., administrators' 6
salaries, indirect administrative costs

Evaluation: Use of funds 1
to support evaluation, not

necessarily aimed at addressing

Chapter 2's implementation or effects

Miscellaneous: 11
Any uses that do not fit into
previous categories

®
Desegregation-related activities could fall under any of the six major
educational uses discussed earlier. See Section VIII for more detail on
what was included within this category.

x%

Desegregation is not an issue in every district. Twenty-nine percent of
districts that had implemented some kind of desegregation plan in the last
5 years used Chapter 2 funds to assist with these activities. Cee Section
VIII for a more detailed discussion.
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Table III-5

GRADE LEVELS TOWARD WHICH BLOCK GRANT FUNDS ARE DIRECTED,
BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY

Among the districts nstionwide directing 1984-85 block grant funds for each activity,

the percentage aimed at each grade level

Lower Upper
Preachool/ elenentary elesentary
Types of Activities® kindergarten (Gr. 1-3) (Gr. 4-6)
Computer applications 16 55 77
Curriculum/new-
program development 14 54 67
Student support aservices 11 36 54
Other fnstructional
prograas 14 64 72
Staff development 38 82 83

']
Table omita the sixth najor activity category, 1ibrary/media center support (gee explanation in text).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Jr. high/
_middle

74

57

43

61

76

Senior

_high
68

54

68
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1986). In a phrase, districts tend to use the block grant to provide
“something for everyone,"¥

Site visits reveal~d that within a given district block grant funds are
often targeted on a particular grade level in a given year, then directed to

another grade level in subsequent years. For example:

. One Midwestern district made the introduction of computers in the
Junior high school the focus of Chapter 2 funding in 1983-84;
improving elementary computer programs took priority in 1964-85.

. In a suburban district that used Chapter 2 .s a major portion of the
funding for a new district wide educational technology program,
block grant funds initially purchased hardware for all grade levels;
by the third year, the concentration was on software and other
aspects of the program in grades K-8.

Which Students Participate in Chapter 2-Supported Activities?

Four of the six major categories of activity supported by the block
grant are often ta:-geted to particular types of students, as indicated in
Table III-6.** However, it is clear from the table that no particular type

of student is favored over.aelmingly over others.

The results in the table should be interpreted with caution.
Respondents were permitted to indicate whether, in addition to particular

target groups, the activities in question were for "all types of students."”

*
The even spread of Chapter 2 support across gi-ade levels and schools nas

important implications for concentration versus dilution of bl~.i grant
funding, as discussed in Section IX.

xR
We exclude froa this analysis three categories of use: (1) staff

development, because it does not serve students directly; (2)
instructional resource support to libraries, media centers, and other
school departments, because in almost al) cases these benefits of Chapter
2 support are--in principie--available to all students; (3) desegregation
support, because the participants are so often "all students affectea by
desegregation,” which can be almost everyone in the school district,
regardless of background.
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Table III-6

TYPES OF STUDENTS TOWARD WHICH
CHAPTER 2 FUNDS ARE DIRECTED

Percentage of districts that used 1984-84 Chapter 2

to s8upport....
Curriculum/ Student
Computer new-program support Instructional
Types of Students applications development services services
Target groups:
Gifted and
talented 29% 36* 23% 20%
Dropouts/
potential
dropouts 9 9 19 9
Economically/
educationally
disadvantaged 21 16 25 42
Handicapped 18 16 19 27
Limited
English
proficient 6 (12)%x 8 (17)*x 8 (20)** 15 (29)**
"Average"” students 23 23 20 26
All types of
students 92 79 82 58

k%

Percentages should be interpreted as follows: 29% of the districts using

1984-85 Chapter 2 funds for computer applications targeted at least some

of these funds toward gifted and talented students, et~. (Note that even

8o, many of these same districts also indicated that, overall, "all types
of students” were served by their computer applications programs.)

Percentage of districts with at least some Hispanic students (we had no
measure for other groups that might have significant proportions of
limited-English-proficient children).

49




%

As seen in the table, nearly all districts describe their computer
applications that way; the great majority (approximately four-fifths)
indicate, as well, that Chapter 2-supported curriculum development and
student support services are designed fcr all kinds of students. Only in
the case of instructional services do a substantial proportion of districts
(approximately half overall) aim their Chapter 2 funding at particular types
of students to the exclusion of others--in other words, support a "tacrgeted”

program ian the clcssical sense of that term.

With this caveat in mind, the responses in the table aonetheless
suggest differences in the pattern of student participation among the four

categories of activity:

. Nationwide, computer applications and student support services are
distributed fairly evenly across the most prevalent types of student
groups. Limited-English—proficient students understandably are less
often a focus; these students do not appear in all districts.
Dropouts are a rocus of student support services, such as
counseling, as often as other groups, but are less likely to be the
aim of computer applications.

. Curriculum/new-program development is disproportionately aimed at
the needs of gifted and talented students. (Very often, in site
visits this turned out to be work on computer-related curricula.)

. anstructional services supported by Chapter 2 are disproportionately
aimed at economically/educationally disadvantaged students—-
typically, Chapter 2 funds supplemented existing state or federally
supported compensatory education programs.

Transition from Anteced:nt Programs: Change or Continuity?

The educational activities supported by the block grant represent, in
varying degrees, a departure from what prevailed under antecedent programs.
Districts used their antecedent program funds to supoort the major
categories of educational activity in ways that followed the pattern of
funding prior to the block grant, which was described in Section II.
Understandably, nearly all districts purchased instructional materials and
equipment (typically with ESEA Title IV-B funds). Computer purchases were

not common; very large suburban districts were the most likely to use
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Table II1-7

CHANGE IN ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED
BY ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS AND THE BLOCK GRANT

Percentage of all districts that used federal
funds to support each activity (and proportion
of nation's students pntentially served)...
Under antecedent programs

to support this activity Under Chapter 2

Type of Activity in 1981-82 school year in 1984-85 schooi vear
Computer applications 20 (23)* 72 (82)*
Library/media center

support 89 (82) 68 (78)
Curriculum or new

program development 17 (30) 25 (44)
Student support

services 14 (30) 15 (55)
Instructional services 9 (18) 16 (34)
Staff development 12 (26) 27 (33)

*
The percentage in parentheses indicates the proportion of the nation's

student population in the districts using antecedent or Chapter 2 funds
for each activity.

antecedent program funds for this activity. Approximately a quarter of the
districts in other size categories (except the very small districts)
acquired computer <=quipment under antecedent programs. The sar: pattern
applied to other types of activity: antecedent program funds :supported nem
most often in the largest districts and ia a progressively smaller

proportion as one moved down the district size continuum.
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Comparing the last year under the antecedent programs with the present
under the block grant, the change in the way the zactivities are spread
across dist icts 18 dramatic. Toc summarize the basic pattern in Table III-7
in a phrase: more districts are doing more kinds of things with this source
of federal funding. The shift is most obvious with computer applications,
which represent gore than a threefold increase, but the increase in the use
of funds for curriculum development is also substantial. Curiously, the
purchase of other instructional materials and equipment for libraries and
media centers declined significantly across the time period. As we were
often made aware on site visits, librarians and media center directors could
lose some control over resources under Chapter 2, even though library
support remains a popular use of the funds. (The pattern does not hold,
however, in cases where the library or media center became the principal

location for computer-related programs.)

One must also consider the pattern in terms of students potentially
affected by the changes. The numter of districts does not tell us
everything we need to know about the meaning of the changes because
districts differ so radically in the proportion of the nation's students
they serve. For example, 20% of the very large districts (approximately 30
districts) could represent between 5% and 10% of all the nation's students.
The samz percentage of very small districts, though representing many
districts (more than 1,200), are likely to comprise fewer than 2% of the
naticn's students. Accordingly Table III-7 also indicates the change in the
proportion of students potentially served by each activity. These figures
demonstrate that the same pattern described for districts holds for

students, although with a few exceptions,.

Trends Across the 3 Years of the Block Grant

The changes just described did not happen all at once, but instead
appear to have happened gradually over time, with the biggest chang:s
happening between th: s2cond and third years of the block grant, as shown in
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Table I1I-8. In fact, under the first year of the block gramt, the overall
pattera of activity support resembles that of the previous year under
antecedent programs quite closely, except that ~omputer purchases had more
than doubled and 1library support had dropped siightly. From this point
forward, districts appear to have become increasingly willing with each

school year to branch out from their earlier use patterns.

These findings underscore the importance of studying the effects of the
block grant for at least several years after its inception. Early patterns
of funds use do not necessarily paint an accurate picture of the block grant

over the long term.

Table III-8

CHANGE IN TYPES OF ACTIVITIES
SUPPORTED OVER THE 3 YEARS OF THE BLOCK GRANT,
BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY

Perceutage of all districts That
used Chapter 2 funds for each activity
category in the following schovl years...

Activities 1982-83 1983-84 1984-55
Computer applications 49 60 72
Library/media center 72 67 68
support

Curriculum or new

program development 19 19 25
Student support

services 11 14 15
Instructional

gervices 9 8 16

Staff development 18 17 26




IV LOCAL SPENDING PATTERNS AND EXPLANATIONS FOR THEM*

Local expenditures under the block grant can be analyzed either
programmatically--that 13, by the activity categories discussed earlier in
this report--or in terms of the types of resources the funds purchase
(staff, materials, equipment etc.). In this section, we do both and offer
explanations for the spending patterns. First, we examine programmatic
expenditure patterns in detail, follcwed by fiandings concerning the types of

resources Chapter 2 funds purchase.

Tnis section focuses or. Chapter 2 spending for the public schcols’
share of local allocations only. Section XV deals with the allocation and

use of funds serving private school students.

Summary

The analyses reported in this sectior can be summarized as follows.

First, regarding programmatic expenditure patterns, we found that:

(1) Large districts, which have more Chapter 2 dollars to spend,
allocate them to a greater variety of areas. Smaller districts
have to devote a larger proportion of their Chapter 2 rescurces to
the activities they choose to support (more than half of the
smal_er districts devote all of their Chapter 2 funds to one
activity area).

(2) The bulk cf local Chapter 2 funds (approximately three-fifths) go
to computer applications and support for libraries and media
centers.

*
This section 18 adapted from another report from the National Study
(Apling and Pad'lla, 1986).
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Other major activity areas--curriculum/new-program development,
statf development, instructional services, and student support
services--consume approximately equal prcportions of the remaining
Chapter 2 funds spent at the local level (between 7% and 9% each).

Second, regarding the types of resources purchased (for public school

services)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

with block grant funds, we found that:

A minori: of districts use Chapter 2 funds for salaries of any
kind. Districts that allocate funds for this purpcse are
typically invezting in staif that provide direct services to
students.

Approximately three-fi<ihs of all local Chapter 2 dollars support
equipment and material purchases. Computer hardware and software
alone account for 30% of all local Chapter 2 dollars spent in the
1984~85 school year.

Most spending other than for salaries, equipment, or materials
goes for staff development costs (e.g., consultants).

Administrative costs comprised 5.4% of total local expenditures in
the 1984-85 year.

Third, regarding influences on expenditure decisions, we found that:

(8)

(9

(10)

(11)

The absolute amount of Chapter 2 funding they receive predisposes
districts toward certain types of expenditures—-e.g., $50,000 a
year or less means that investment in staff is unlikely. The
greater the amount of the grant, the greater the variety of
expenditures.

The degree of loss or gain in funding from antecedent programs is
only a significant factor where losses were substantial, such as

in the largest urban districts, or where districts have gained a

significant amount of funding.

Prior commitments to staff or purposes of antecedent programs have
been a strrng influence on spending decisions: more often than
not, activities supported by antecedent programs just before the
shift vo Chapter 2 still receive funding under the block grant 3
years later. At the same time, this fact has not prevented most
districts from venturing o:t into new areas as well.

Uncertainty about Chapter 2 audit requirements hae contributed to
the tendency to purchase equipment or materials rather than hire
staff. However, on the whole, concern about audits under the
block grant is low.
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(12) Uncertainty about the stability of funding under Chapter 2 has not
been a major influence on spending decisions so far.

(13) Local priorities are a major factor in determining how block grant
funds are spent. Although only a small fract:ion of districts
indicate that state reform priori ies and mandates or aational
Teform recommendations are major factors in decisions about the
use of funds, certain widely held improvement priorities (e.g.,
regarding increased attention to mathematics, science, and
computer literacy or the application of effective schools
research) have influenced expenditure decisions in a substantial
number of districts.

Programmatic Expenditures

In the previous section of this report, we noted the proporticns of
districts supporting each of the six activity categories: computer
applications, library and media center support, curriculum development,
staff development, instructional services, and student support services.
Our discussion also indicated the amounts and proportions of total district
Chapter 2 funds that go to each activity. We review briefly the fiscal

patterns in these analyses:

. The bulk of districts' public school dollars under the block grant
(approximately three-fifths) go to computer applications and
instructional resource support for libraries, media centers, etc.
Approximately three-quarters of districts support computer
purchases, while two-thirds put funds into library and media center
support.

. The other four activity categories consume approximately equal
proportions of the remaining Chapter 2 doilars (between 7 and 9%
each). The proportions of districts investing in these activities
vary from a low of 15% putting the funds into student support
services to a high of 27% funding staff development. (There are
important differences across size categories, which we explore in
more detail below.)

Looking across district size categories, a fundamental f~ct of life
under the block grant quickly becomes apparent: 1larger disiricts have more
Chapter 2 dollars available to them and are likely to spend them in more
areas. Table IV~1 summarizes this pattern by showing that large and very

large districts tend to distribute Chapter 2 funds among several activity
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Table IV-1

NUMBER OF AREAS IN WHICH DISTRICTS SPEND CHAPTER 2 RESOURCES,

District Size
(Enrollment)

Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small
(600 to 2,499)

Very small
(under 600)

All districts

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts in each size category
spending 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds on
each number of activity categories

One*

15

27

43

30%

Two*

10

8

13

13

32

37

36

34%

%
OQut of 5 major activity categories. See Section III.
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Three or More®

90

92

87

81

54

37

21

35%



areas while smaller districts concentrate funding on one or two areas.
Whereas 92% of the nation's largest urban districts spend Chapter 2 dollars
in three or more areas, 79% of the smallest districts used Chapter 2 for

only one or two types of purchases,

Stated another way, smaller districts have to devote a larger share (or
all) of their Chapter 2 resources to the one or two activities they choose
to support, although there are important differences by type of activity.*
For example, although fewer small districts put Chapter 2 money into
computers, those smaller districts that do buy -omputers with Chapter 2
funds tend to allocate a larger proportion of Chapter 2 resources for this
purpose than do larger districts. The same pattern can be seen for library
and media center support: fewer small districts put their Chapter 2 dollars
into libraries or media centers, but those that do, allocate more of their

Chapter 2 dollars to this purpose than do larger districts.

The opposite pattern is evident in expenditures for instructionzl
services, student support services, and perhaps staff development. Large
and very large districts are more likely to allocate some Chapter 2 funds
for these purposes, and those large districts that do, tend to spend
proportionately more of their Chapter 2 resources for these activities than

do smaller districts.

The patterns just described can be thought of as "portfolios” of
Chapter 2 investments, determined in part by the amount of money the
district has to work with. Large and very large distri~ts have sufficient
resources to diversify their Chapter 2 portf~lios. They purchase computer
hardware and software, books, and audiovisual equipment; many large

districts also have the resources to fund staff development, provide

x
Another report from the National Study (Apling and Padilla, 1986) presents
more detailed analyses of this topic.
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guidance counselors, or pay some teachers' or aides' salaries as part of
instructional programs. Smaller districts are like small investors. In
most cases, these districts concentrate their Chapter 2 resources for
maximum impact, which typically means concentrating funds on less expensive
activit. 3 (e.g., involving equipment or material purchases rather than

staff salaries).

Types of Resources Purchased with Block Grant Funds

The categories of activity just reviewed imply a certainm type
purchase. But one must look more directly at what Chapter 2 dollars buy to
get a complete picture of the kinds of resources the b“lock grant allows
districts to acquire. We present in Table IV-2 the overall distribution of

funds among types of purchase (for public school services).

Several patterns in this table characterize local Chapter 2 spending at

the aggregate level:

. Districts putting Chapter 2 funds into salaries are, for the most
part, investing in staff that provide direct services to cvnildren.
Approximately two~thirds of total Chapter 2 personnel expenditures
are for these kiuds of staff.

. Computer software and hardware purchases are the most common type of
resource bought with Chapter 2 funds; together, they account for 302
of all local Chapt.r 2 dollars in 1984-85 and half of ail Chapter 2
expenditures for equipment, materials, and supplies.

. Chapter 2 funds purchase equipment and material more thamn other
kinds of resources. Three-fifths of all local Chapter 2 dollars in
1984-85 go to this type of expenditure.

. Most spending for purposes other than district personnel, equipment,
materials, and ~upplies goes for staff develcpment costs
(consultants are typically hired for this purpose).
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Table IV-2

TOTAL CHAPTER 2 DOLLARS ALLOCATED
TO DIFFERENT TYPES OF RESOURCES (FOR PYBLIC SCHOOL St..VICES)

Percentage of all Total spent Proportion
districts that by districts of total
Expenditure used funds for on this category local chapter 2
Categury this resource in 1984-85* spending
Personnel
Teachers (specialist, 11% $ 44,751,902 13.9%
classroom)
Administrators 4 13,063,252 4.0
Other certificated
persownel
(e.g., counselors) 3 14,688,579 4.6
Noncertificated
personnel
(e.g., aides) 6 13,361,440 4,1
Other salaries 3 6,692,200 2,1
Subtotal q,7%
Equipmeat Materials, and
Supplies
Computer hardware 58 79,124,142 24.5
Computer software 44 16,071,893 5.0
Other equipment (e.g., 37 33,703,282 10.4
audiovisual)
Books and other materials 63 62,436,703 19.3
Subtotal 59.2
Other
Consultants 8 6,971,678 2.2
Training/staff 19 16,805,185 5.2
development costs**
Indirect administrative 10 4,835,054 1.5
costs
Other 11 11,213,291 3.5
Subtotal 12.4
Total $323,718,601% 100.3%%

*Dietricts reported this spending in the middle of the school year, both as
a total of funds spent and projected to be spent (in some cases including
funds carried over from the previous year). The figure thus does not
match precisely the total distr.ct allocation figure in Section II.

xR
Not including consultants. Some other staff-development-related costs
(e.g., the salary of a staff development coordinator) cou:ld be included
in other line items.

+Doee not equal 100% due to rounding error.
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. Administrative costs——here defined as the sum of administrators'
salaries and indirect administrative costs—-represent a relatively
small proportion of Chapter 2 dollars, approximately 5.5% of total
1984-85 ~hapter 2 funds available to districts.*

Table IV-3 provides more detail on how districts of different sizes
have chosen to spend their Chapter 2 funds by presenting the average amount
allocated to the district and the average (median) dollar amounts for each
type of purchase. Paralleling their pattern of programmatic support, larger
districts tend to make more varied expenditures while smaller districts tend
to invest heavily in materials and equipment (computers, books) and in
consultants (for training). When smaller districts do use funds to pay for
teacher salaries, their expenditures reflect a large proportion of the

district Chapter 2 allocation.

We note that analyses of line-item expenditures describe only the
resources that districts acquire with Chapter 2 funds. They tell little
about the programmatic function of these resources, which will ke described
in later sections of this report. Computers are a case in point. Seen ounm
the perspective of a budget sheet, ti.ese may seem to represent sn effort by
districts to fatten their stock of equipment at federal expense Fr~-m the
local perspective, educators usually see these purchases as part of a
venture into a new dimension of their instructional programs, as discussed

in Section V.

Influences on Local Spending

We review below findings about the major influences on districts' use
of Chapter 2 funds, based on more extended analyses in other reports from
the National Study (see Apling and Padilla, 1986, for an overview of these

analyses). OQOur analyses concentrated on the effect on district

*This measure of administrative costs is only an approximation. In all
likelihood, some of the "noncertificated saiaries” covered secretarial
time, which could mean that the administrative-costs figure could be an
underestimate; but this fact is probably offset by the fact that some of
"administrative salary” costs cover the time of staff providing direct
services to students. See discussion in Section X.
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Table IV-3

AVERAGE CHAPTER 2 AMOUNTS ALLOCATED TO EACH TYPE OF RESOURCE

Median Median amount per district put into the following expenditures:*
District Size total public Teachers' Administrators' Other certificated Noncertificated Other
(Enrollment) allocation salaries salaries salaries galaries salaries
Very large $373,216 $110,161 $ 44,826 $ 75,510 $ 38,807 $ 22,800
(25,000 or more)
Urban 394,417 141,429 52,736 93,200 55,414 21,034
Suburban 306,000 87,261 41,448 40,670 26,143 25,849
Large 101,112 29,200 11,814 28,300 8,558 ",572
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 28,258 13,452 8,189 13,974 6,867 3,375
(2,500 to 9,999)
o
w Small 8,736 4,000 7,000 7,154 3,000 90
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 2,106 531 100 1,300 886 1,750
(under 600)
All districts 6,349 7,938 4,009 15,926 4,126 2,781

'S
Excluding cases where $0.00 was spent on each category.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table IV-3 (Concluded)

Median amount per district put into the following expenditures:*

District Size Computer Other Computer Indirect costs, Other

(Enrollment) hardware equipment software Materials Consulcants Training administration costgt®
Very large $ 50,000 $ 32,682 $ 10,000 $ 53,492 $ 14,220 $ 14,527 $ 13,720 $ 20,128

(25,000 or more)

Urban 40,278 30,613 10,000 64,209 14,970 19,430 13,966 28,792

Subvrban 59,500 34,989 9,397 40,500 9,100 9,000 11,929 12,000
Large 28,101 14,500 5,400 27,237 4,344 10,000 2,122 4,000

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 12,900 7,032 2,500 7,103 2,000 3,050 1,017 1,624
(2,500 to 9,999)

Saall 5,834 2,970 1,000 3,458 2,000 2,113 501 507
(600 to 2,499)

%9

Very small 1,825 1,000 600 1,000 1,873 1,125 270 1,028
(under 6007

All districts 5,236 2,553 1,000 2,403 2,000 2,610 718 1,600

®
Excluding cases where $0.00 was spent on each category.

"R
Other costs include travel expenses, fiscal audits, testing, and minigrants to schools.

Ys

O
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expenditures of (1) the amount of funds received (both in absolute terms and
relative to antecedent programs), (2) the desire to continue antecedent
programs, (3) uncertainty about auditors' requirements and the stability of
block grant furding, and (4) the relative impact of local, state, and
federal priorities.*

The Amount of Funds Received |

The amount of funding that districts receive plays an important role in
decisions about the uses of the block grant in two ways: First, the
absolute size of yearly Chapter 2 allocations appears to predispose
districts toward certain types of expenditures. Those districts receiving
less than $50,000 a year, for example, are reluctant on average to invest
in staff, preferring to use funds to support materials and equipment for
instructional programs or libraries. As noted earlier in this section, a
greater amount of funding is associated with more varied expenditures.
Second, the amount of funding relative to what had been received under the
programs consolidated into the block grant--in particular, the degree of
loss (or gain)--has played an important vrole in expenditure decisions in
districts where losses were substantial, especially in the largest
districts, which lost the most under the block grant. Two-thirds of the
largest urban districts, for example, indicated that the loss of funds was
an important influence on their decisions; 69% of those that indicated this
impact reported los.ng staff as a result of the cuts. Significant gains in
funding, on the other hand, seem to be associated with the use of block
grant funds to support innovation (Knapp, 1986).

*See Knapp (1986) for analyses related to the effects of antecedent
programs on current decisions; Turnbull and Marks (1986) also treat this
topic, as well as the extent of audit anxiety and the effect of reform
recommendations on local use of block grant funds.
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A1 tecedent Program Commitments

A second finding underscores the importance of programs that were in
place before the shift to the block grant. Prior commitments to staff or to
the programmatic purposes of antecedent programs have been a strong
influence on spending decisions across all size categories, especially in
large urban districts (two-thirds of which reported this as a very important
factor in their comsiderations). Obligations to existing staff and the
requirements of desegregation orders were the most salient forces driving

decisions about continuation of these services with block grant funds.

As Table IV-4 shows, disiricts were more likely to continue supporting
an activity area funded by an antecedent program than to discontinue it. At
the same time, as pointed out in Section III, this practice did not prevent
districts from venturing out into new areas as well. This pattern of
supporting "something old, something new” probably reflects the combined
impact of strong antecedent-program traditions and the availability of an

increased amount of flexible funding.

66

161



Table IV-4

CONTINUATION OF SUPPORT UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT
FOR ACTIVITIES FUNDED BY ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS

(a) (b
Estimated number of Percentage of districts
districts nationwide in (&) using 1984-85
Activity using antecedent funds in block grant funds to
Category 1981-82 to support sctivity support the same activity
Computer 2,411 84
applications
Suppert for libraries, 10,971 70
media centers, etc.*
Curriculum or new-program 2,093 57
develcpment
Student support services 1,722 49
Instructional services 1,052 57
Staff development 1,494 62
Desegregation-related 908 66
activities**

Includes materials and equipment other than computer hardware or software.

x
This category cuts across most of the preceding omes, because ESAA funding
could have been used in various activity areas. See discussion in Section
VIII.
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Uncertainty about Audits and Stability of Funding

Uncertainty about what Chapter 2 auditors would require influenced some
districts to spend their Chapter 2 funds on what they perceived as "safe"
purchases, although the general level of anxiety about audits was low. Many
of the Chapter 2 coordinators we intcrviewed worried that federal auditors
eventually would require what had always been required of federal programs.
As a result, some of these local o ficials were "playing it safe” and

keeping careful records of all Chapter 2 purchases and decisions.

The most obvious approach to playing it safe is to purchase equipment
and materials. Many local administrators believe that it is easier to
demonstrate compliance with federal regulations by purchasing computers or
books than by funding staff positions. According to one Chapter 2
coordinator, equipment purchases provide tangible evidence of expenditures
and thus a clean audit trail. But when a staff member is hired with
Chapter 2 funds it is sometimes difficult to demonstrate that the LEA is
"adding” to state and local expenditures rather than replacing them. For
example, one large district that had continued funding for ESAA guidance
counselors wanted to support them in schools not participating in busing,
but did not do so because administrators believed they were constrained by
supplement-not-supplant considerations to use local funds to add these

counselors in schools that did not receive ESAA funds.

With regard to uncertainty about future funding under the block grant,
we were unable to detect a consistent impact of this factor on expenditure
decisions. Approximately a fifth (21%) of the Chapter 2 coordinators
responding to our survey indicated that uncertainty about funding had in
some way limited the use of block grant funds. When their expenditure
choices were compared with those of others who did not see this factor as a
limitation, there were no major differences (see Apling and Padilla, 1986).
During site visits we encountered a number of instances in which
administrators "hedged their bets” against the uncertainty of future
Chapter 2 funding by making one-time purchases of equipment or materials.

However, there were apparently other, more important factors influencing
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these kinds of purchases (see discussion in Section V) in the majority of
districts.

Impact of District, State, and National Priorities

Regarding the impact of district, state, and national priorities on
districts' decisions about the use of Chapter 2 funds, we found that
district priorities exert a great influence on decisionmaking at the local
level. Only a small fraction (approximately a tenth of the districts
nationwide) indicate that state mandates and priorities or national reform
recommendations are major factors in their decisions about the use of
Chapter 2 funds. However, many districts are using block grant funding to
support activities relevant to federal or state priorities—-ir particular,
the use of educational technology and the development of programs based on
effective schools research as shown in Table IV-5, which summarizes the
extent to which Chapter 2 funds are used to address selected educational

improvement priorities.
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Table 1IV-5

USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS TO SUPPORT REFORM PRIORITIES

(a) (b)
Estimated number Estimated percentage
of districts with of districts in (a)
Educational goal as top that used Chapter 2
Improvement Goal priority to address the goal
Improve computer liteacy,
math, or science instruction 10,065 85
Implement effective schools
research 1,944 64
Improve test scores 5,712 60
Dropout prevention 1,360 33
Improve time on task 3,944 29
Raise graduation
requirements 3,808 22
Create partnerships with
business 1,088 13
Career ladders or merit
pay for teachers 952 8

Lengthen school day or year 1,360 5




PART TWO

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

In this part of the report, we look in detail at the variety of
educational services currently supported by the block grant im school
districts nationwide, noting changes from antecedent programs and across the
3 years of the block grant. Separate gsections summarize findings regarding:

. Support for materials and equipment (Section V)

. Curriculum and staff davelopment (Section VI)

. Instructional and student support services (Sectiom VII)

. Desegregation-related activities (Section VIII)

. The block grant's contribution to educational improvement

(Section IX).

The major findings of the analyses reported in this part of the report

can be summarized as follows.

Materials and Equipment in the Instructional Program

. Extent and nature of support for materials and equipment. Use of
Chapter 2 funds for some kinds of instructional equipment
or materials predominates over other kinds of uses: 95% of all
districts put some of their block grant funds, accounting for nearly
three~-fifths of all local Chapter 2 dollars (in the 1984-85 school
year), into some kind of materfals or equipment. They tend to view
these purchases as an investment in a new kind of instruction rather
than as an extension of the equipment budget.

. Support for computer techmology. Chapter 2 has made a major
contribution to increasing the use of computer technology in local
instruction. Approximately three-quarters of all districts have
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devoted 30% of all local Chapter 2 dollars in 1984-85 to this
purpose, principally for the purchase of hardware, but also for some
software in an equivalent nvmber of districts. Chapter 2-supported
computer technology is heavily used, especially in core academic
instruction and in computer literacy courses. Its use is often
linked to computer applications focused on curriculum or staff
development.

. Support for Libraries and media centers. Another 29% of all local
Chapter 2 dollars (in 1984-85) have been used by approximately
two-thirds of all districts to purchase instructional materials and
equipment (other than computer technology) for libraries, media
centers (and, to some extent, for other school departments),
following the pattern established under ESEA Title IV-B. The bulk
of this support purchases library books and materials that run the
gamut of the curriculum; audiovisual materials are also a popular
acquisition. Site visit evidence suggests that library and media
center support maintains current collections (e.g., by replacing
worn-out or outdated items)} as much as it expands or improves them.

Curriculum or Staff Development

Our findings about these developmental activities cac be summarized

as follows:

. Extent of Chapter 2 support for curriculum or staff development.
Approximately a quarter of all districts (in 1984-85) have invested
modest amounts of their Chapter 2 funding in curriculum development,
accounting for about 9% of all local Chapter 2 dollars. A similar
percentage of districts put some of their Chapter 2 funds
(comprising, in aggregate, an additional 9% of total Chapter 2
funding at the local level) into staff development.

. Focus and scale of Chapter 2-funded curriculum development.
Chapter 2-supported curriculum development tends to focus on
small-scale revisions of, or additions to, core academic curricular
areas, computer literacy, and vocational education, aimed at a
variety of student needs (gifted and talented students are more
often the focus than other groups, but no one group predominates).

. Block grant support for staff development. Block grant funds used
for staff development support a wide range of inservice training
aimed most often at instruction and instructional leadership, with
emphasis on the teaching of core academic areas. Tnese training
efforts are aimed at staff serving all levels of school but
concentrate on elementary grades more than others. Two-fifths of
the districts use some of their Chapter 2 staff development funds to
train underqualified teachers in areas of teacher shortage.
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Approximately twice as many districts use funde for staff
development under Chapter 2 as under antecedent programs.

Instructional and Student Support Services

Our findings about direct services to students under the block grant

can be summarized as follows:

. Extent of Chapter 2 support for direct services io students. Direct
services to students are a iess frequent use of the block grant than
either material or equipmeat support or developmental activities:
approximately a sixth of all districts fund instructional
services (e.g., compenratory education programe, instruction for the
gifted and talented) with Chapter 2 money, devoting approximately 8%
of all local block grant dollars to this purpose. Approximately the
same proportion of districts put a similar aggregate amount into
student support services (e.g., counseling, testing). Larger
districts are especially likely to use Chapter 2 for these two types
of services.

. Instructional services. Chapter 2-supported instructional services
are aimed at the remedial needs of disadvantaged and other
low~achieving students more than any others. Accordingly, these
services tend to emphasize bacic skills, reading, and mathematics.
By comparis.1 with antecedent programs, this type of actrivity is an
increasing area of emphasis.

. Studant support services. These services funded under the block
gran. tend to be aimed at all students (or, when targeted, no
particular group is served much more frequently than others).
Genersl-purpose counceling and assessment are the most frequent
student support services to which bluck grant money contributes,
althuugh in districts with high concentrations of special needs,

Chapter 2 may contribute to more specialized services (e.g., drug
abuse prevention).

Desegregation—-Related Activities

OQur analyses of the block grant'e contribution to desegregation-related
activities concentrated on the subset of districts (18% of all districts)
that had implemented in the last 5 years a plan to desegregate schools or

reduce racial isolation. Among these districts, we found that:



. Extent of Chapter 2 support for desegregation. Most of the largest
urban districts (enrollments 25,000 or more) have opted to use
Chapter 2 to support desegregation efforts; the majority in other
district size categories have not. Two-thirds of the districts
formerly receiving ESAA desegregation assistance funds use the block
grant for this purpose.

. Factors encouraging use of the block grant for this purpose.
External desegregation mandates, recent or complex desegregation
plans, high concentrations of minority students, and large losses in
funding from antecedent programs wmake it more likely that districts
will use Chapter 2 for this purpose.

. Breadth and depth of Chapter 2 «upport for desegregation. The block
grant has, in effect, spread less desegregation assistance over more
districts. By comparison with what prevailed under antecedant
programs, approximately twice the number of districts use the funds
for desegregation activities (but these districts serve slightly
fewer of the nation's total student population than before the block
grant). However, the aggregate funding that districts have applied
to this purpose in 1984-85 under Chapter 2 is, at most, only a
nuarter of what went into desegregation assistance under ESAA.

. Types of activities supported. Districts do not necessarily use all
of their Chapter 2 funds for desegregation-related activities.
Funds that have been used in this area are directed primarily at
instructional services (e.g., compensatory education for students),
student support services (e.g., human relations counseling), and
staff development.

. Dearee of impact on district's desegregation program. Local
perceptions of the impact of the block grant on desegregation
efforts deseind on the severity of the situation the district faces.
The hardest-hit districts (in large urban areas, desegregating under
court or agency order, and with large losses in ESAA funding) see
the block grant as the source of significant problems; others cite
little or no impact.

Educutional Improvement

Our analyses of the block grant's contribution to educational
improvement concentrated on evidence of effects on aspects of the local
instructional system that influence student learning indirectly: materials
and equipment, curricula, the training of staff, school-level coordination,
and the process of innovation. Regarding Chapter 2 support for

improvemert-oriented activity, we found that:
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Scale of improvements. The scale of improvements attributable to
the block gra~t in each of these areas is small.

Improvement in instructional materials and equipment. Chapter 2
dollars have improved the stock of equipment and materials, chiefly
by boosting the introduction of computer technology into many
aspects of the local instructional program.

Curriculum improvement. By contrast with antecedent programs, the
block grant has enabled a larger number of districts to try to
upgrade some aspect of the curriculum, especially in core academic
instructional areas and computer literacy or computer science; these
development efforts do not seem to be isolated, but rather are often
linked to other aspects of the instructional system supported by
block grant funds (e.g., especially to computer purchases and
related training).

Improvement in staff training. Chapter 2 has expanded the amount

and diversity of staff training offered, by contrast witl antecedent
programs, with special emphasis placed on instructional issues,
instructional leadership, and retraining in areas of teacher
shortage.

Stimulus to innovation. Block girant funds and the flexibility of
their use appear to have stimulated innovation in a large number of
districts, especially where the funds represent an increase over the
discretionary dollars received before Chapter 2, creative local
leadership i1s looking for ways to stimulate change in practices, and
there are few alternative sources for supporting innovation
(including lccal funds, which may be managed conservatively).

Stimulus to school-level coordination and planning. There is little
evidence that the block grant has directly stimulated school-level
cocrdination and instructional planning (except in some minigrant
arrangements).

The dilution of improvement efforts. Our analyses raise the
possibility that the block grant's contributions to educational
improvement may be fairly dilute, more so because (1) districts tend
to use funds to provide "a little something for everyone”, (i.e.,
for all schools or all types of students), rather than concentrating
the funds for more intensive effect, and (2) although the Chapter 2
dollars at the local level have remained constant across the 3 years
of the block grant, districts have spread the funds among a greater
number of activity areas each year. Local leveraging effects (e.g..
where Chapter 2 funds are matched by state or local funds or where
initial investments of block grant funds stimulate future funding
from other sources) may offset the fact that resources are spread so
thin; however, our data do not permit us to estimate the incidence
of these effects.
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V MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

In terms of both dollars and numbers of districts, Chapter 2's biggest
contribution to instruction has bezen to pay for materials and equipment.
In this section we explore the meaning of this kind of support in terms of
two themes: first, the introduction of computer technology into the
instructicnal program, and second, the continued support for library or

media center programs.

Summary

Our findings about Chapter 2 suppor. for equipment and materials in the
instructicnal program can be summarized as follows. First, regarding the

use of block grant funds for this type of activity, we found that:

(1) Support for instructional materials and equipment accounts for
nearly three-fifths of tot~l local expenditures under Chapter 2.

(2) Nearly all districts (95%) are using Chapter 2 funds for some kind |
of instructional materials or equipment, for computer applications |
or to support libraries and media centers (and other school
departments), or both.

(3) For smaller districts that choose to use block grant funds this
way, investment in Instructional materials and equipment consumes,
on average, most of what they receive under Chapter 2. For larger
districts, the investment represents a small fraction of their
annual Chapter 2 resouvrces.

Second, regarding the incroduction of computer technology into the

instructional program, we fcund that:

(4) Support for computer applications has been the most popular
activity under Chapter 2, accounting for 30% of all local
expenditures under the block grant. Most of the dollars have gone
for computer hardware, but an approximately equal number of
districts have put the funds into both hardware and software.
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(5)

(6)

D)

(8)

The block grant is not solely responsible for the buildup in
districts' computer education programs. Other important factors
include national professional trends, state requirements or
encouragement, local advocacy (e.g., by community members).

Chapter 2 has enabled a more rapid expansion in the amount of
computer equipment than otherwise would have been possible. The
scale of Chapter 2 suppoit is still not great: the funds typically
support the purchase of one or two new computers per elementary
school per year or a small computer laboratory for a secondary
school.

Local educators tend to view their purchases as an investment in a
new kind of instruction, rather than as an extension of the
equipment budget. Computer technology items are not standalone
purchases: they are often linked to curriculum development or
staff development ard to a district priority on improving
instruction in mathematic., science, and computer literacy.

Computers purchased with Chapter 2 funds zre used most often for
instruction in mathematics, reading/language arts, and computer
literacy. In more than half of the districts, at least some of the
new technology 18 aimed at improving basic skills. The computer
equipment 1s also applied to business education and science in a
substantial number of districts (approximately a third of districts
that are using the block grant for this purpose).

Evidence from the school level indicates that the computer
technology is typically beirg used by a majority of students and
staff in the school. All types of students in the school tend to
have access to the equipment. A: often as not, the new technology
is integrated into the core curriculum to some degree.

Third, regarding Chapter 2 support for otner instructional equipment

and materials, we found that:

(9

(10)

The uses of Chapter 2 follow the patterns established under ESEA
Title IV-B: the funds providc routine support to libraries, media
centers, and sometimes to other school departments (e.g., by
purchasing supplemental materials).

Two-thirds of the expenditures are for books and materials. The
majority of districts using Chapter 2 funds in this area purchase
1ibrary books (typically reference books or materials that relate
to core instructional subjects); only a small percentage (13%)
acquire what they consider to be "textbooks” with the funds.
Audiovisual materials and equipment are also a popular purchase:
nearly half of these districts use the funds for this type of
acquisition.
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(11) Site-visit evidence suggests that Chapter 2 support for libraries
and media centers as often as not helps maintain current
collections (by replacing worn-out and outdated jtems) as much as
it expands or improves them. Block grant dollars may comprise a
significant portion (e.g., a third or even half) of the total
amount a school or district spends annually for library materials.

(12) Block grant dollars purchase materials or equipment that covers the
gamut of the curriculum. When specific curricular areas are
targeted, they tend to follow the major outlines of the district
instructional program, with greatest emphasis placed on core
academic subjects.

Allocation of Local Funds to Equipment and Materials

Together these two kinds of support account for nearly three-fifths of
total local expenditures under the education block grant, made by more than
two-thirds of the nation's school districts. We summarize the overall
pattern in Table V-1 (because the pattern is virtually the same for all size

categories, we do not break them out separately):

Table V-1

CHAPTER 2 SUPPORT FOR COMPUTER HARDWARE/SOFTWARE AND
OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS OR EQUIPMENT

Percentage of Total local Chapter 2
districts nationwide dollars spent on these
that are using 1984-85 areas (percentage of
Chapter 2 funds for total local Chapter 2
Type of Activity each type of activity dollars)
Computer hardware/ 72 $ 98,757,903  (30)
software
Other instructional 68 $ 96,682,360 (29)
materials/equipment _
Either of the above 95 $195,440,263  (59)
79
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As Table V-2 iudicates, this use of block grant funds represents the

major expenditure for smaller districts choosing to invest in this area, but
only a fraction of the block grant resources available to larger districts.
This pattern results primarily from the differences in Chapter 2 grant size
across districts, as discussed in Section IV. The table helps to understand
the scale of the Chapter 2 contribution to computer education in each
district: on average, block grant funds do not buy districts a large amount
of computer equipment in any given year. For example, the amounts spent are
equal to approximately 30 or 40 low-priced microcomputers in very large

districts and 1 or 2 computers in very small districts.

Introducing Computers into the Instructional Program

Perhaps the single most significant contribution in its first 3 years
is that the educ' tion block grant has helped districts introduce the
computer into their instructional programs. As noted earlier in this
report, an increasing proportion of districts each year have been using

Chapter 2 to support computer applications of one kind or another.

The shift toward computer purchases under Chapter 2 cannot be
attributed to the block grant alone. Respondents told us that they decided
to use block grant funds for computer purchases because computers were "in
the air,” and that they would have tried to purchase this equipment through
other means (including some of the antecedent programs, had these continued).
During site visits, we encountered other factors that were also encouraging
computer purchases: some states required or urged districts to build
capacity in this area, and some community members (among them computer
dealers) put pressure on districts to incorporate the new technoiogy into
instruction, as did other local advocates. Whatever the combination of
forces, the real increases in discretionary dollars that most districts had
under the block grant, coupled with the low levels of real or perceived
restrictions on the use of these funds, made the block grant a particularly
sppropriate vehicle for "getting into the computer age.” The introduction

of computers was possible in some districts where school boards were
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Table V-2

AVERAGE AMOUNT (AND PROPORTION) OF DISTRICT FUNDS
FOR COMPUTERS OR OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT

Average (median) funding allocated by
district in each size category for...

(a) Computer hardware/ (b) Other instructional
software materials/equipment
District Size
(Enrollment) Amount* Proportion** Amount® Proportion**
Very large $63,135 11% $94,832 25%
(25,000 or more)
Urban 55,201 10 97,721 25
Suburban 77,500 20 75,960 25
Large 25,358 30 40,276 40
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 13,206 50 11,535 40
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 6,020 70 4,580 50
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 2,002 80 1,405 75
(under 600)
All districts $ 4,688 65% $ 2,753 53%

®
Median amount from districts' 1984-85 allocation, excluding all districts
that did not allocate funds to this use.

xk
Median proportion of the districts' 1984-85 allocation, excluding all
districts that did not allocate funds to this use.
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reluctant to use their funds for "experimental” uses because the block grant

funding came from the outside and had few strings attached (see Turnbull and
Marks, 1986).

The bulk of Chapter 2 funding in this area appears to have gone for
computer hardware, although equal proportions of districts put some block

grant funds into both hardware and software, as shown in Table V-3,

Table V-3

BLOCK GRANT SUPPORT FOR HARDWARE
VERSUS SOFTWARE PURCHASES

Among districts

using the funds for Total amount of

computer equipment, locai 1984-85
Type of percentage making Chapter 2
Purchase each type of purchase dollars
Hardware 831 $79,124,142
Software 64% $16,071,893

*The sum of these--$95,196,035--may slightly urderestimate district
expenditures for computer applications. Another questionnaire
item, on which Table V-1 was based, puts the total allocations
to computer applications at $98,757,903.

What Block Grant Funds Have Provided

Typically, when Chapter 2 funds were first available, districts found
themselves venturing into computer education for the first time, with few or
no computers on hand. Chapter 2 made it possible to build rapidly to a
“"eritical mass” of equipment at which a number of classes or grade levels

could have access to the equipment on a regular basis. What constitutes a
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"critical mass” depends on a district's sophistication with computers and
expectations for its program. In some cases, two or three computers per
school are sufficient to get a variety of students and staff exploring the
possibilities of this technology. In other cases, Chapter 2 enables schools
to operate a full-sized computer laboratory or, in one school we visited, a

complete “"electronic classroom."

Enthusiasts at the local level are quick to point out that the
capacity-building process is not yet complete. In one large district we
visited, for example, Chapter 2 had supported the purchase of nearly

100 computers in 3 years. The Chapter 2 coordinator commented:

This year, we have principals and teachers testifying to our District
Planning Committee about what they need. We ask, do they want labs,
movable computers, whole classes? They tell us they want everything,
all of the above.... Our committee ncw has over $300,000 worth of
justifiable requests for computer uses in the schools and only $80,000
to spend.

Hardware is also only the first step. The software collections of many
schools we vigited remain fairly limited; this shor:age restricts the range
of computer applications considerably, although the limitation is probably

temporary.

It is easy but misleading to view this type of ise narrowly as
"equipment support.” From the local perspective, it is more accurate to
characterize it as a first investment in a new kind of instruction. Various

kinds of evidence support this view:

. Computer hardware/software purch:zses tend to be accompanied by
related curriculum or staff development, as shown in Table V-4.

. The majority of districts are using the computers in core academic
instructional areae, as Table V-5 demonstrates. Few (15%) use the
computers for administrative uses.

. Computer purchases tend to reflest district improvement priorities

(see Table V-4) and are often part of a multiyear plan for
integrating educational technology iuto the instructional program.
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Table V-4

LINK BETWEEN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED COMPUTER PURCHASES AND
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT, STAFF DEVELOPMENT, AND
DISTRICT IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES

Percentage of all districts using block grant
funds to support computer applications (in any
of the 3 years of Chapter 2) in which ...

Chapter 2-supported irproving instruc-
curriculum develop- ticn in mathematics,
ment or staff science, and computer
District Size development also literacy was a major
(Enrollment) focused on computers district priority
Very large
(25,000 or more) 47 86
Urban 50 83
Suburban 42 90
Large
(10,000 to 24,999) 52 90
Medium
(2,500 to 9,999) 62 81
Small
(600 to 2,499) 59 ‘ 82
Very small
(Under 600) 24 84
All districts 52 83
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Table V-5 also summarizes the different ways in which Chapter 2-
supported computers are being used. A majority of districts devote some or
all of the computers to drill and practice (in noncomputer courses); an
equal proportion (although not necessarily the same oner) use the computers
for computer literacy or programming courses, or as a teaching tool (other
than for drill and practice) in noncomputer courses. A tenth of the

districts use computers for local software development.

A Schools'—-Eye View

Site visits and the telepl one survey at the school level help to
describe in more detail how much the equipment is used, who uses it, and how

it fits into the school instructional program. Several patterns are clear.

First, although there is variation across schools related to the
staff's experience with and interest in computer technology, Chapter 2-
supported computers are not “"sitting on the shelf.” As Table V-6 summarizes,
approximately four-fifths of the schools surveyed indicate that the computers
are ‘n use more than 10 hours (out of an approximately 30-hour school week);
nearly three-fifths (57%) of the schools have the computers in use 20 hours
per week or more. A majority of the students in each school and half the

staff, on average, have regular access to the equipment.

Second, we found little evidence that computer use is systematically
restricted to one student group or another (cther than grade level
limitations due to the placement of computers in the curriculum). School
survey respondents claimed that virtually all target groups present in the
school used the computers, a finding that corroborates mail survey responses
reported earlier in Section III. This 1s not to say that subtle “targeting”

of computer use does not occur, as suggested by the following teacher's

description:

We started with enrichment activities for the top students. We wanted
them to have LOGO.... These were the top math students, but we are
developing LOGO in the classroom for non-high-achieving kids. We think
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Table V-5

HOW CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED COMPUTERS ARE USED:
CURRICULAR AREAS AND TYPES OF USE

Among districts that put 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds into
computer applications, percentage using the computers for...

Curricular area Type of use

Mathemat?cs 70 Drill and practice

in noncomputer
Reading/writing/ courses 68
language 64

Computer literacy
Computer literacy 61 programming courses 68
Basic skills 58 Teaching tool in

noncomputer courses
Business education 35 (other than for

drill and practice) 67
Science 34

Instructional
Vocational/career management 24
education 25

Administrative
Social studies/ applications 15
history 24

Local software
Arts/music 1z development 10
Foreign language 8
ESL/bilingual 3 (12)*

Percentage of districts based only on those with populations of Hispanic
students (a rough proxy for districts with a need for ESL/bilingual
services; however, we had no measure for other populations, e.g.,
Southeast Asian, that might need these services). This percentage
increases as the percentage of Hispanic students goes up: 32% of the
districts with more than 20% of the student population Hispanic used
computers for ESL/bilingual programs.
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Table V-6

STUDENT AND STAFF UTILIZATION OF
CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED COMPUTERS

Intensity of Student Use

Percentage of schools
in which students use
in this range
(n = 94)*

Hours per week computers are used
for instructional purposes:

Leas than 6 hours
6-10 hours

11-15 hours

16-20 hours

More than 20 hcurs

Student Participation Level

Percentage of studerts per school
Using Chapter 2-supported computers

Staff Participation Level

Percentage of staff per school
using computers for inmstruction

13

13
57

(100)

58
(n = 85)

50
(n = 87)

%

Although the samples of schools on which these percentages are based
are representative of major differences in the universe of schools and
districts, the results in the table are not sufficiently precise for

national estimates.
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that the mechanics can be taught by computer. 1It's as motivating for
low-achieving kids as high. The LD teacher is going great gums with
her severe-to-mild students. For the non-LD lower student, it will be
interesting to see how they respond.

But the limited targeting does not change the overall pattern that all types
of students tended to benefit to some degree from the availability of

computers.

Third, t..e Chapter 2-suppo:ted computers appear to be in more than one
place in the school, as Table V-7 implies. Our telephone :*~vey revealed
that, although two-thirds of the schools put some or all of the machines in
computer laboratories, an even greater percentage had them in classrooms.
As often as not, schools put one or more in the library or media center,

as well.

Fourth, nearly half of the schools surveyed indicate thst computers are
part of the core curriculum. Our site visit data suigest that this assertion
should be interpreted carefully. Although we found numerous instances of
computers used for mathematics drill, science-related coursewcrk, or computer
literacy (which has become in an increasing number of districts a "core"
curricular requirement), this curricular integration is neither complete nor

extensive in most cases. More typically, we found:

. One or a few teachers within each elementary school who had become
excited about the possibilities of the computer and had begun to
experiment with a couputer as an optional activity during reading or
math class.

. Selected mathematics or science cluasses in secondary schools would
sign up for the computer laboratury for several weeks to do a unit
on computer-related aspects of their courses.

However, our site visits suggest that there is a trend toward some degree of

curricular integration.




Table V-7

INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING OF CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED COMPUTERS AND
RELATIONSHIP TO CORE CURRICULUM

Percentage of schools
in which some or all
computers are in each

setting

Setting (n = 95)*
Computer laboratory 65
Media center, library, resource room 51
Regular classroom 72

Percentzge of schocels

in which computers are

or are not part of the
core curriculum

Relationship to Curriculum (n = 94)

Part of core curric:lum 47

Not part of core curriculum 53
(100)

®
Although the samples of schools on which these percentages are based
are represeuntative of maisr differences in the universe of schools and
districts, the results in the table are not sufficiently precise for
national estimates.
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Other Instructional Materials and Equipment

Other forms of material and equipment purchases follow the pattern
established under ESEA Title IV-B--these funds are most often used to
supplement the materials and equipment in libraries and media centers, at
both the school and Jdistrict levels. Some administrators we interviewed
referred to Chapter 2 as "an extension of Title IV-B." Consistently, we
found evidence during site visits of long-established patterns of using
federal funds to supplement what was locally available for library or media
center budgets, once the most pressing needs for textbooks azd course
materials had been taken care of. Librarians often were strong advocates

for continuing this pattern.

Most of the block grant funds in this area go to "books and materials”
rather than "equipment (other than computers),” as Table V-8 shows. The

table also shows the most frequent kinds of purchase within each category.

. Most districts (approximately two-thirds) putting Chapter 2 funds
into this category of support purchase "library books,” which
typically means reference books, gemeral-interest volumes, and books
that relate to some aspect of the core curriculum.

. Few districts (13%) use the funds to purchase what they consider to
be “"textbooks.”

. Audiovisual materials (e.g., tapes, cassette services) and equipment
(e.g., tape recorders, videocassette recorders, overhead projectors)
are also a popular purchase; nearly half of the districts using
fuands in this area do so.

Most often, block grant support in this area ccvers the gamu* of the
curriculum, in keeping with the general-purpose nature of libraries, media
centers, and other instructional resource centers. More than three-quarters
(77%) of the districts indicated as much, as Table V-9 shows. Howuver,
purchases are made in many instances for specific curricular areas--scmetimes
as supplementary materials in a particular subject area located in the
library, sometimes as materials for classroom or departmental use. The
table notes how often this form of Chapter 2 support contributes to each

curricular area. Not surprisingly, the results follow the contours of the
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fable V-8

BLOCK GRANT SUPPORT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL BOOKS AND MATERIALS
AND EQUIPMENT (OTHER THAN COMPUTERS)

Percentage of Total amount of dollars
districts using (and percentage of
1984-85 funds total LEA Chapter 2
Purchase Area in this area expenditures)*
Books a..d materials $62,799,993 (20)
(other than computer
software)
Library books 69
Audio-visual 47
materials
Other materials 17
and supplies
Textbooks '3
Other items 10
Equipment (cother than $33,703,282 (10)
computer hardware)
Audiovisual equipment 49
Other equipment 13

*
The sum of these--$96,593,275--differs slightly from the figure appearing
in Table V-1 because it was derived from another questionnaire item that
asked for expenditures as opposed to allocations.

91

Q. 12,




CURRICULAR AREAS COVERED BY INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALC AND EQUIPMENT

Table V-9

(OTHER THAN COMPUTER HARDWARE OR SOFTWARE)
PURCHASED WITH CHAPTER 2 FUNDS

Wide variety of areas
Reading/writing/language
Social studies/history
Basic skills

Science

Mathematics

Arts/music

Computer literacy

Health

Vocational career education
Business education
Physical education
Foreign language
Multicultural awareness
ESL/bilingual

Among districts that use block grant
funds to support libraries and

media centers, percentage in which the
indicated curviculum areas were

specially targeted

92

77%
44
38
37
33
27
21
17
16
15
12
10
8
4
4 (8)*

*Percentage of districts based only on those with populations of Hispanic
students (a rough proxy for districts with a need for ESL/bilingual
services; however, we had no measure for other populationms, e.g.,
Southeast Asian, that might need these services).



overall instructional program: districts most often direct the funds to
core academic courses, while courses like foreign language or health that
occupy a less important niche in most districts' instructional programs

receive Chapter 2 support less often.

Although the funds may increase the numbers of overhead projectors, for
example, or allow a library to introduce a new cassette series, they are as
often a way to maintain library collections under situations where funds are
declining or to replace outdated or worn-out equipment. Some examples from
our case study fieldwork illustrate what these funds contribute to the

respective library programs:

. A district library coordinator in a small Southern city noted that
“Chapter 2 funds are about half of our district library budget.
It's the only fund we can use to buy filmstrips, records, cassettes,
or kits. The district general fund is only for referemce books,
textbooks, or magazines,”

+ A middle-school librarian in a medium-sized suburban district
described her Chapter 2 purchases: "lLast year, it was largely big
purchases--books about each state, for example, for the speech
classes. There we were updating our collection. Also, animal
encyclopedias for science. This year, it's reference vooks we
wouldn't otherwise have had the money for--current biographies,
books on the presidents....”

There are exceptions to the patterns we have described. The
videocassette recorder (VCR), for example, is a popular piece of audiovisual
equipment that school libraries are acquiring with block grant funds.

School staff have responded to it as they have to computers, as one

middle-school respondent in a suburba.. *istrict explained:

“We're in the middle of a video explosion here. When [the VCR] first
came, it was not much used. We first thought it was just a good idea,
but we were not sure what we were going to do with it. Now the machine
is hard to get hold of. We could use another onme."
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VI CURRICULUM AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Approximately a quarter of the nation's school districts used some
or all of their block grant funds to support curriculum or new-program
development; a similar percentage supported staff development, as shown in
Table VI-1. Together these two activities account for approximately 18% of
the total dollars that flowed to districts under Chapter 2 in the 1984-85
school year (see Section III, Table III-3). The attention paid to these
kinds of developmental activities represents an important change from the
situation under antecedent programs. In this section we discuss each type
of activity and summarize relevant findings from mail survey and site

visit data.

Summary

The analyses presented in this section can be summarized as follows.
First, regarding the use of block grant funds for curriculum (or new-program)

development and staff development in 1984-85, we found that:

(1) A quarter of all districts supported cur.iculum or new program
development in 1984-85 with Chapter 2 funds, devoting in aggregate
approximately 9% of all total local block grant funding co this
purpose. A similar percentage of districts address staff
development with the block grant; these efforts account for anm
equivalent percentage of total district Chapter 2 dollars.

(2) Large districts are more likely to invest Chapter 2 resources in
these activities than smaller ones.

(3) The average amounts of Chapter 2 money allocated to either purpose
are modest, ranging from approximately $60,000 per year for
curriculum development in the average district with enrollment of
25,000 or more to $2,000 in the smallest districts (enrollment
under 600). A similar amount of Chapter 2 funds is devoted to
staff development.
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Second, regarding Chapter 2-supported curriculum development, we found
that:

(4) Chapter 2 supports curriculum development in approximately one and a
half times as many districts as under antecedent programs.

(5) The most frequently emphasized subject for Chapter 2-supported
curriculum development are core academic areas (reading/writing,
mathematics, science, social studies), vocational education, and
computer literacy or computer science. The range of subject areas
is wide.

(6) Block grant funds are not sufficient for major revamping of
curricula in most districts; rather Chapter 2 addresses limited
aspects of the curriculum in targeted subject areas.

Third, regarding staff development supported by the block grant, we
found that:

(7) For most districts, the coming of the block grant provided the means
to augment the number and diversity of staff development offerings.
For a few, which had heavily-funded training projects before the
block grant, the change to Chapter 2 contributed to the reduction or
elimination of these training programs.

(8) Chapter 2-suppcrted training tends to focus on teachers,
instruction, and instructional leadership, with emphasis on core
academic areas. Training formats vary from one-time workshops to
more intensive arrangements (e.g., with repeated training sessions
and follow-up); the contribution of this training to improved staff
skills is likely to be mixed.

(9) Chapter 2 supported staff development involves the full range of
levels from preschool to senior high school; elementary school
levels are the most frequent target. In addition to teachers,
principals are frequent participants (in two-fifths of these
districts). Preservice trainees are rarely included.

(10) A substantial proportion (43%) of districts using Chapter 2 for
staff development support retraining in areas of teacher shortage--—
wost often in computer applications, mathematics, and science, but
also in special education or ESL/bilingual education.

Extent of Chapter 2 Support for Curriculum or Staff Development

To provide a cootext for the discussion, Tables VI-1 and VI-2 present,

by size of district, the proportion of LEAs using Chapter 2 for these
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purposes and the average amounts (and proportions) of Chapter 2 funds
involved. As can be seen in Table VI-1l, the larger the districts, the more
likely they are to engage in either kind of activity. Most very large
districts are funding curriculum development or staff development. Across
gize categories, districts do not tend to put a large proportion of their
Chapter 2 funding into these activities, as Table VI-2 shows; except in the
smallest districts and in very large suburban districts, 15% or less of the
district's annual allocation goes to these activities. Accordingly, the
average dollar amounts in the table permit relatively small projects (except
in the very large districts): a workshop series for teachers, a summer

curriculum writing project with several teachers, etc.

Cusriculum Development

As the analyses in Section III demonstrated, the proportion of
districts using funds for curriculum development has increased substantially
since the start of Chapter 2. Block grant funds support curriculum
development in a wide variety of areas, but the most frequently addressed
areas include core academic subjects, vocational education, and computer
literacy or computer science. Table VI-3 summarizes the pattern across

curricular areas.

Although che general pattern in the table is understandable~-courses
that have the highest priority im school curricula are favored for
curricular work supported by the block grant--several features of the table
are worth noting. Curriculum development relating to computer literacy is
the second most popular (37X of all distri.ts supporting c rriculum
development use block grart funds for this); typically, this activity
coincides with Chapter 2-supportad purchases of computer equipment and is
further evidence of the pervasive interest in computer education that block

grant funds support. Vocational and business education curricula are also




Table VI-1

CHAPTER 2 SUPPORT FOR CURRICULUM OR STAFF DEVELOPMENT,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

r

centage of districts in each
size category putting 1984-85
Chapter 2 funds to ...

District size Curriculum Staff
(enrollment) Development Development
Very large 56 79
(25,000 or more)
Urban 50 83
Suburban 62 73
Large 49 68
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 33 40
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 25 27
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 18 16
(under 600)
All districts 25 27
93
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Table VI-2

AVERAGE AMOUNT AND PROPORTION OF DISTRICT'S
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS FOR CURRICULUM OR STAFF DEVELOPMENT,

District size
(enrollment)

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Curriculum development

Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999

Small
(600 to 2,499)

Very small
(under 600)

All districts

Median* Median*
amount proportion
$59,714 15%
44,792 10
78,048 20
10,863 10
4,200 15
1,720 15
1,155 32
2,444 19

Staff development
Median* Median*
gmount proportion
$55,871 10%

67,188 10
34,559 10
16,817 16
3,973 12
2,111 15
300 20
2,250 16

®
Medians are based on 1984-85 allocations, excluding cases that put $0.00

into each activity.
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Table VI-3

AREAS IN WHICH CHAPTER 2 SUPPORTS CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Among districts using 1984-85
Chapter 2 funds for curriculum
development, the percentage
that supported each of the

indicated curricular areas

Reading/writing 42
Computer literacy 37
Basic skills 25
Science 24
Vocational education 24
Mathematics 23
Social studies 21
Business education 19
Foreign language 11
Multicultural awareness 4 (47)%
Health 9
Arts/music 8
Physical education 5
ESL/bilingual 4 (17)%*

®
Percentage based on districts implementing a desegregation plan in the
last 5 years and using Chapter 2 for curriculum development.

"R
Percentage based on districts with Hispanic student populatioms, to

indicate one type of district likely to have limited-English-proficient
(LEP) students. (We had no measure for other types of LEP subgroups.)
This percentzge decreases, however, as the concentration of Hispamic
students increases; only 2% of the districts with student populations that
are more than 20% Hispanic develop curricula in the ESL/bilingual area.
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surprisingly frequent choices for curricular work (in many cases, this may
represent an outgrowth of Career Education program funding prior to
Chapter 2). Finally, multicultural awareness curricula are not left out
altogether; nearly a tenth of these districts put some of their Chapter 2
funds into this topic area.

Site visits provide examples of the range of curriculum development

efforts:

. Chapter 2 funds have allowed a large urban district in a Southern
state to continue magnet school curriculum development started under
ESAA (although other aspects of the desegregation program were cut
back). With the block grant funding, the district has created
specialized curricula in different high schools in areas such as the
health professions, the arts, business, transportation, and gifted
and talented programs.

. Chapter 2 funds in a small urban district in the Midwest support
rapid expansion of computer education, including the effort to
develop a critical-thinking-skills component.

« In a small rural district in the West, Chapter 2 funds have been
used to revise the reading curriculum in grades 1 through 3, in
response to the community, which is "up in arms” about poor
reading scores.

As with the introduction of computers, one must remember that the scale
of this curriculum development activity tends to be small. Typically,
districts spend less than a fifth of their block grant resources in this
area (See Knapp, 1986).

Staff Development

Our earlier analysis suggested that the use of federal funds for staff
development is considerably more widespread than under antecedent programs,
especially in the third year of the block grant. The coming of the block

grant has apparently meant several things:

« For most districts using funds in this area, Chapter 2 has enabled
the district to augment the number and diversity of staff
development offerings.
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. For a few districts that had elaborate, heavily funded Teacher Corps
or Teacher Center projects before Chapter 2, the block grant
contributed to reduction in the scope of these projects or their
elimination. However, some districts retained these types of
projects under Chapter 2 in their original form. (The median
Teacher Center grant in 1981-82, for example, was $28,238 across all
districts; the median expenditure under Chapter 2 for staff
development in the same districts was $2,399, approximately a
tenfold decrease.*)

Nature of Chapter 2-Supported Staff Development

Staff development aimed at particuiar subject areas addresses the same
range of subjects as the curriculum development activities summarized in

Table VI-3, and in much the same order of frequency.

Chapter 2-supvorted staff development generally can be characterized as
focused on teachers, instruction, and instructional leadership, with
emphasis on the core academic areas. Table VI-4 summarizes how frequently
this staff development is directed toward a range of common purposes and
curricular areas. Once again, computer literacy is an especially popular
topic, as are reading/language arts; mathematics, and basic skills

instruction.

Site visits suggest that the intemsity, format, and character of these
staff development activities vary widely, from one-time workshops to more
elaborate forms of training. Our site visits suggest that, given this
range, the actual contributicn made by the block grant to staff skills is
mixed. It would be a mistake to assume that all the staff development
supported by Chapter 2 involved intensive training and follow-up in the
manner of programs such as Teacher Corps that preceded the block grant.

The following examples from site visits demonstrate the range of training

experiences supported by Chapter 2:

%
The latter median value includes districts in which $0.00 was allocated to
staff development.
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Table VI-4

PURPOSES AND CURRICULAR AREAS FOR CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED
STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY

Among districts using 1984-85 chapter 2 funds for st.“f development,
percentage that supported each purpose or curricular area

Purposes of staff

development activity Curricular Areas

Teaching techniques 77 Reading/writing/
language 64

Tnstructional

leadership 46 Computer literacy 41

Subject areas 40 Mathematics 40

General administration 26 Basic skills 36

Needs of special

populations 24 Social studies/lListory 30

Discipline and safety 22 Science 29

Interpersonal gkills 20 Physical ed. 13

Intergroup relations 10 Health 12

Student problem areas 9 Foreign language 12
Voc./career ed. 11
Arts/music 11
Business ed. 10
ESL/bilingual o (11)*
Multicultural awareness 4 (43)%%

Percentage based on districts with Hispanic student populatioms, to
indicate onme type of district 1ikely to have limited-English-proficient
(LEP) students. (We had mo measure for other types of LEP subgroups.)

x%
Percentage based on districts implementing a desegregation plan

last 5 years and using Chapter 2 for staff development.
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. In a large urban district in the South, block grant funds (from a
state discretionary grant) help to support a teacher center that
provides training to teachers in conjunction with a local university.

. Block grant funds have augmented the staff development offerings in
a large urban district in the West to include computer education,
training for first-grade remediation, workshops on drug and alcohol
abuse, and an employee wellness program.

. A emall Appalachian district contributes Chapter 2 dollars to a
consortium of nearby districts, which provides training in
microcomputer applications and in strategies for individualizing
reading instruction (a local response to impending minimum
competency testing in this state).

Table VI-5 shows the types and levels of participants in Chapter 2-
supported training activities. Staff development clearly emphasizes
inservice training; very few districts use the funds as part of preservice
training in the manner of former Teacher Corps projects. Staff at all
Jevels from kindergarten through senior high school participate in the
training events (in between three-fifths and four-fifths of the districts);

the elementary grades are the most frequent targetr of training programs.

Chapter 2 Support for Teacher Retraining

In a substantial proportion of cases (42% of districts using Chapter 2
for staff development), Chapter 2 supports the retraining of teachers in
areas for which they do not have the proper quzlifications. We inquired
about four areas of teacher shortage: computer applications, mathematics or
science instruction, special education, and ESL or bilingual education. The
results are displayed in Table Vi-6. Curiously, those most likely to use
the block grant for retraining were not the largest districts but, rather,
districts in the middle and lower end of the district size contlnuum.
Approximately half of the large, medium-sized, and small districts using the

block grant for staff development supported retraining efforte.
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Training in computer literacy or other applications of the new

technology was a major focus of these retraining efforts, followed by

mathematics or science retraining.

Table VI-5

TYPES AND LEVELS OF PARTICIPANTS
IN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Percentage of districts using 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds for
staff development that involved staff of each type or level

Type of staff

Classroom teachers
Principals
Specialist teachers
Other district-
level staff or
administrators
Superintendent

Classroom aides

Other service
providers

Teacher trainees
(preservice)

95
51

41

32
26

23

12

Level of Participants

Upper elem. (4-6)
Primary (1-3)

Jr. high/middle

Sr. high
Kindergarten

Dist. central nffice

Preschool

83
82
76
64
62
35

15
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District Size
(Enrollment)

Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small
(600 to 2,499)

Very small
(under 600)

All districts

Table VI-6

CHAPTER 2 SUPPORT FOR TEACHER RETRAINING

Among districts in each size category using Chapter 2 funds for staff development,
the percentage that support retraining im...

Computer literacy

applicaiions Math or science Special education ESL/bilingual
17 16 5 1 (0)*
10 13 0 2 (0)*
26 19 11 0 (0)*
34 25 10 7 (15)*
36 17 5 5 (14)*
45 16 5 0 (0)*
13 4 2 0 (0)*
32 14 5 2 (5)*

Perceuvtage of districts in each size category which had Hispanic Student papulations.

No retraining
68

75
58
53
54
44

77

57
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VII INSTRUCTIONAL AND STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Approximately a quarter of the nation's school districts used some or
all of their block grant funds for imstructional or student support services,
or both (see Table VII-1). This use represents approximately 16% of total
1984-85 LEA flow-through dollars under the block grant (see Sectionm III).
These kinds of activities resemble the discrete projects so often funded
under antecedent programs (other than ESEA Title IV-B), in which federal
funds paid for service-providing staff and often coordinators as well, in
addition to relatively small outlays for materials or equipment that might
be needed for the project. These kinds of services are often designed for
particular types of students, as the analysis of student participation in
Section III demonstrated--e.g., educationally disadvantaged students
receiving compensatory instruction or potential dropouts participating in a
counseling program.

Summa

The analyses presented in this section can be summarized as follows.
First, regarding the distribution of block grant funds to inmstructional

services and student support services, we found that:

(1) These two types of activity are especially prevalent in the
largest districts, especially urban LEAs, where the need for a
variety of special-needs programs 1s likely to be high.

{2) Instructional services supported by Chapter 2 occur in
approximately one-sixth of all districts, which collectively
devote about 8% of total local block grant resources to this
purpose. A similar proportion of districts use Chapter 2 funds to
pay for student support services; this activity collectively
accounts for a similar share of total local expenditures under the
block grant.
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(3)

Because they usually involve staff salaries, instructional

and student support services require a disproportionately large
investment of block grant resources (as compared with support for
instructional materials and equipment).

Second, regarding the nature of instructional services supported by

Chapter 2, we found that:

(4)

(5

(6)

(7

(8)

Instruction supported by Chapter 2 is heavily aimed at basic
skills, read.ag, and mathematics; computer literacy is not a major
focus. However, in a small percentage of districts, a wide range
of curricular areas are addressed.

The most frequent recipients of this instruction are disadvantaged
students (in approximately two-fifths of the districts that use
Chapter 2 for this type of activity), followed by the handicapped
and students judged to be "average"™ by Chapter 2 coordinators
(i.e., those not eligible for specialized programs at either end
of the achievement/ability spectrum). Gifted and talented
students are the focus of these services half as frequently as
disadvantaged students.

The services included in this category of activity typically
provide additional support to Chapter 1 programs, remedial
instruction for non-target-group students, instruction for the
gifted and talented (or other special-needs groups), and
compensatory instruction {or other instruction such as in magnet
schools) for students affected by desegregation.

At the school level, the services differ from one another,
depending on the nature of the clientele served (our data and
analyses concentrated on comparisons between remedial services and
gifted-and-talented programs). Block grant funds, for example,
tend to serve proportionately more remedial students than
gifted-and-talented children per school; the remedial services are
typically more intensive, with a narrower subject matter range.

The computer nlays an equally prominent role in a majority of the
school-level services for both remedial and gifted-and-talented
students, although the types of computer activities differ
considerably.

Third, we found the following about student support services funded by

the block grant:

(9

Chapter 2 contributes most frequently to generalized guidance or
counseling (e.g., elementary school guidance counselors) and
assessment services. More specialized services, like dropout
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prevention or drug abuse prevention, are “ound in a small
percentage (13% or iewer) of the districts using funds for this
type of activity.

(10) These services aim at a varie ‘v of students; in four-fifths of
districts, some or all of the services are aimed at "all types of
students.” When the services are targeted on a particular group,
no one group predominates (disadvantaged and gifted-and-talented
students, for example, are equally the focus of services).

(11) Under districts facing particular special student support needs--

e.g., those brought on by desegregation—--block grant funds are
often directed to corresponding specialized services.

Block Grant Support for Instructional and Student Support Services

As one can see in Table VII-1, these kinds of uses of the block grant
are most prevalent in the largest districts, especially urban LEAs, where
the need for a variety of special-needs programs is likely to be high. One
finds these uses less frequently as one moves down the district size
continuum, reflecting both the fact that there are fewer students with
special needs and that there are fewer funds with which to mount these
programs in smaller districts. By comparison with districts' investments in
curriculum or staff development, these services are costly and are likely to
consume a larger proportion of Chapter 2 funds, as can be seen in
Table VII-2, at least for those districts with enough funds to mount a

program of any size.

Instructional Services

This type of use represents an increase in district participation over
what was done under antecedent programs, as pointed out in analyses of
change or continuity in Section III. Districts have tended to use funds in
this area to shore up activities such as programs with flagging budgets
(e.g., Chapter 1), provide additional remedial help for one group or another
in response to increasing parental concern over student competency testing,

supplement existing programs for the gifted-and-talented, or provide
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Table VII-1

BLOCK GRANT SUPPORT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL OR STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts in each size
category that put 1984-85
Chapter 2 funds into ...

District Size Instructional Student suppor*
(enfollment) services services
Very large 54 52
(25,000 or more)
Urban 62 54
Suburban 44 49
Large 36 42
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 25 22
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 12 17
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 13 7
(under 600)
All districts 16 i5
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Table VII-2

AVERAGE AMOUNT AND PROPORTION OF A DISTRICT'S BLOCK GRANT FUNDS
ALLOCATED TO INSTRUCTIONAL OR STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES,

District size

BY

D1SIRICT SIZE

Average (median) 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds* districts

in each size category allocate to...

Instructional Services

Student Support Services

(enrollment) Amount Proportion Amount Proportion
Very large $118,432 25% $111,965 20%
(25,000 or more)
Urban 137,044 25 112,149 25
Suburban 75,179 20 48,267 15
Large 13,520 14 13,114 10
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 6,389 20 5,642 16
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 1,683 10 1,500 10
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 444 10 1,447 28
tunder 600)
All districts 2,233 10 2,417 15

*
Median amounts and proportions exclude all cases putting $0.00 into each

type of service.
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compensatory instruction for students affected by desegregation (see Section

VIII for a more extended discussion of desegregation-related activities).

Focus of Instructional Services

Instruction supported by Chapter 2 is heavily aimed at the basic skills,
reading, and mathematics, as Table VII-3 demonstrates. Computer literacy 1is
not a major focus,* nor are other core academic areas. As with other uses
of Chapter 2 funds, a wide range of other curricular areas are addressed in
these programs by a small percentage of districts. The table also identifies
the major recipients of this inmstruction: most often the disadvantaged,
followed by the handicapped and, curiously, "average” students (i.e., those
not eligible for specialized programs at either end of the achievement/
ability spectrum). A fifth of the districts aim these services at
gifted-and-talented students, noticeably fewer than those giving attention

to this group in curriculum development supported by the block grant.

Some examples from our site visits capture the range of activities

falling in this area:

. Additional support for Chapter 1 programs. A rural Southern
district uses the funds to pay part of the salary of tutors working
in the Chapter 1 remedial lab (equipped with microcomputers).
Chapter 1 funds pay for the rest of these staff salarins.

. Remedial instruction for non-target—group students. A large rural
county district in a Northeastern state supports a basic skills
program for middle and high school students who have failed the
state competency test and are also in schools ineligible for
Chapter 1 or state compensatory education funding.

. Instruction for the gifted-and-talented. In onme suburban district,
Chapter 2 pays for computers used by gifted and talented students
for special projects outside of regular class hours.

x
As will be explained later in this section, however, Chapter 2 support for
instruction often involves the use of the computer.
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Table VII-3

CURRICULAR AREAS AND TARGET GROUPS
INVOLVED IN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

Percentage of all districts using 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds for
instructional services that focused the services on each
curricular arez or target group

Curricular Area Target Group
Basic skills 65 Econ./educ. 42
disadvantaged
Reading 62
Handicapped 27
Math 46
"Average" students 26
Social studies/history 22
Gifted and talented 20
Science 22
Limited English
Computer literacy 19 proficient 15 (29) *
Voc./Career Ed. 17 Dropouts 9
Arts/music 14 Desegregated students 4
ESL/bilingual 9
Business education 8
Health 6
Physical education 5
Multicultural
awareness 5 (45)*%
Foreign language 4

Percentage based on districts with Hispanic subpopulations, to demonstrate
the incidence of this curricular emphasis in one type of district likely
to serve limited-English-proficient students. This percentage increases
with the concentration of Hispanic students: 38% of districts with more
than 20X of their students Hispanic aimed Chapter 2 at LEP students.

x%
Percentage based on districts that have implemei:red a desegregation plan in
the last 5 years and are using Chapter 2 funds for instructional services.
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. Compensatory instruction for students affected by desegregation.
Chapter 2 funds cover the salarie. of 8 reading specialists in one
large urban desegregating district (down from 45 specifalists under
ESAA) who work with children eligible for Chapter 1 services but
are not now located, because of busing, in a Chapter 1 school.

Through the school telephone survey and site visits, we examined more
closely at the school level two contrasting types of instructional

projects. Below, we summarize the results of the comparison.

Schools—-Eye View: Chapter 2-Supported Remedial and

Gifted-and-Talented Programs

The block grant allows districts to offer instructional services to
both ends of the student achievement/ability continuum. At the school
level, these projects differ somewhat in terms of the kind of contribution
made by the block grant. Based on our telephone survey sample (n = 178
schools), block grant funds appear to be serving more remedial students per
school than gifted-and-talented children; the remedial students tend to be
served, somewhat more intensively than their counterparts at the high end of
the achievement/ability continuum, as Table VII-4 shows.®* On average, a
quarter of the schools' students participate in the remedial services,
compared with half this percentage in schools with gifted-and-talented

programs.

As one might expect, the range of the instructional content in the
programs for the gifted-and-talented tends to be wide--reading, mathematics,
science, social studies, computer literacy or programming, and arts or music
were common choices-—-while remedial projects tend to be more narrowly
focused on basic-skills instruction in reading and math. Slailarly, a

greater variety of instructional staff are involved in the gifted-and-

®
Schools were chosen randomly from subgroups of the mail survey sample.
See Appendix D for a detailed description of the telephone sample.




Table Vi(1-4

STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED
REMEDIAL AND GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAMS

Gifted-and- Remedial basic-
talented programs gskills programs
a. Mean percentage of (n = 91)* (n = 87)%
students per school 13% 25%

participation program
b. Hours per week students
spend in program

Percentage of schools
schools indicating

each time range (n = 89)*% (n = 85)*%
Less than 2 hours 262 14%
2 to 4 hours 37 29
More than 4 hours 37 37
100% 100%

*
Number in parentheses indicates the number of schools in the sample with
Chapter 2-supported programs of each type.

xx
Total number of schools is slightly smaller because of missing data.
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talented programs—-more than half of the schools surveyed indicated that
parent volunteers and/or experts from outcide the school district worked
with the students, in addition to regular classroom teachers cr specialists.
By contrast, only a quarter to a third of the schools with Chapter 2-
supported remedial programs used these kinds of people as inmstructors,

relying instead on classroom teachers, aides, or specialists.

Curiously, as Table VII-5 demonstrates, the computer plays a role in
the majority of both kinds of programs (Chapter 2 funds may well have
supported the purchase of some of these computers as well as contributing to
staffing costs). However, the uses of the computer are often opposite:
gifted-and-talented programs supported by the block grant favor using the
computer for programming instruction, as a teaching tool (other than for
drill and practice), and for student-initiated special projects. Chapter 2-
supported remedial programs, on the other hand, emphasize drill-and-practice
applications more heavily. These programs are also more likely to use the

computer for instructional management or student assessment and diagnosis.

Student Support Services

The block grant's contribution to student support services seems, for
the most part, to emphasize generalized guidance and assessment for the full

range of students, as the data in Table VII-6 suggest. Examples fror our

site visits illustrate what this means:

. A large district took advantage of Chapter 2 funding to install an
elementary guidance program where none had existed before. Block
grant support covered part of the salary costs for counselors in
several elementary schools in the district.

. A smaller rural site used the block grant to pay for upgraded
testing and assessment seivices for the district.

Under certain conditions, however, we found block grant funds directed

to more specialized scudent support needs:



Table VII-5

COMPUTER USE IN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED
REMEDIAL AND GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAMS*

Percentage of schools using
computers in program
Gifted-and- Remedial basic-
talented skills program

Incidence of computer use 71% 70%
(n = 90) (n = 87)
Type of computer use (n = 64) (n = 61)
Computer literacy/programming 75% 56%
Drill and practice 63 93
Used as a teaching tool
(st drill and practice) 73 44
Administrative/instructional
management 36 23
Student assessment/d*agnosis 3 52
Special projects by students 81 —=*%

*
Not necessarily purchased with Chapter 2 funds.

XX
Not asked of beth types of programs.
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Table VII-6

TYPES OF SERVICE AND TARGET GROUPS
INVOLVED IN CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Among districts using 1984-85 Chapter 2 funds for student support
services, the percentage that supported each type of service
or focused the services on the different target groups

Type of service Target group
Guidance and All types 82
counseling® 62

Econ./educ.
Testing or assessment 45 disadvantaged 25
Intergroup relations 13 Gifted and talented 23
Dropou* prevention 13 “Average" students 20
Drug Abuse prevention 7 Dropouts 19
Handicapped 19

Limited English
proficient 8 (20)**

Students undergoing
desegregation 5 (49)+

®
Other than counseling related to improving intergroup relatioms, dropout
prevention, or drug abuse prevention.

"
Percentage based on districts with Hispanic subpopulations, to demonstrate

the incidence of this curricular emphasis in one type of district likely
to serve limited-English-proficient students.

+Percentage based on districts that have implemented a deaegregation plan
in the last 5 years and are using Chapter 2 funds for student support
services.

118




« A very large urban district, hard hit by funding losses under
Chapter 2 that coincided with a demanding court-ordered
desegregation plan, still used a portion of its block grant
allocation to support bilingual coordinators.

« Another large district, also undergoing desegregation, used the
funds for elementary school crossing guards to emphasize the
district's commitment to student safety in a community that had
become nervous sbout this issue.

As we will discuss in Section VIII, desegregation conditions were
especially likely to present districts with specialized student support

problems, for which Chapter 2 provided some useful resources.

119 _
135




VIII DESEGREGATION-RELATED AC1_VITIES

The effects of the block grant on the subset of districts undergoing
desegregation is an important special case, which we examine in this section.
Because the use of funds for any of the types of activity discussed in the
preceding three sections might or might not be related to desegregation goals,
we look across all activity areas to try to understand the overall
contribution of the block grant to desegregation efforts. We also summarize
our findings from survey and site visits concerning the implications for these
districte of shifting from the antecedent funding pattern to the block grant

mechanisi.

Summary

Our analyses of the block grant's contributions to, and effects on,
desegregation concentrated on the unlverse of districts (18% of all districts
nationwide) that had implemented a plan to desegregate schools or reduce

racial isolation in the 5 years leading up to the time of data collection (in

the 1984-85 school year). A small fraction (approximately one-sixth) of these

districts have done so in response to a court or agency mandate. The greatest
propcrtions of these districts are found amoug districts with enrollments of
10,000 or more (88% of the largest urban districts, for example, had
desegregation programs), but between a quarter and am eighth of the districts
in smaller size categories have also carried out desegregation efforts. The

results oi our analyses can be summarized as follows.

Regarding the use of Chapter 2 funds for desegregation-related purposes,

we found that:

(1) Most desegregating urban districts with enrollments of 25,000 or
more opt to use Chapter 2 to assist with their desegregation
efforc; the majority in all other size categories do not.




(2)

3

(4)

(5)

By comparison with what prevailed under antecedent programs, the
number of districts using federal funds for desegregation has
increased substantially in all size categories.

Although only a slightly smaller proportion of the nation's
student population potentially benefits from this funding, much
smaller amounts of federal dollars are applied to this purpose in
aggregate. The block grant contributes at most a quarter of the
amount antecedent programs did to desegregation assistance.

A majority (62% overall) of districts formerly receiving ESAA
funds opted to use Chapter 2 for desegregation-related purposes.
The percentage is especially high in the largest distri-ts (83% of
those in urban areas have dune 80).

Districts are more likely to use block grant funds for
desegregation-related purposes where:

(a) Desegregation is mandated by a court or government agency.

(b) The desegregation plan has been in effect for only a few
years.

(¢c) The concentration of minority students is higher (and, hence,
the desegregation plan is more complex).

(d) The district lost a large amount of desegregation funding in
the change from antecedent programs to the block grant.

Second, regarding the kinds of desegregation-related activities that

Chapter 2 funds do (and don't) support, we found that:

(6)

@)

Block grant funds have been directed primarily to instructional
services, student support services, and staff development.
Computer applications and curriculum development, by contrast, are
infrequent.

(a) Compensatory instruction for students undergoing
desegregation 18 an especially frequent use of the funds
(occurring in 38% of the districts using the Chapter 2 money
for desegregation).

(b) Magnet schools are less frequent (in 14% of these districts).

Districts do not necessarily use all of their Chapter 2 funds for
desegregation-related activities. (Sit2s we visited ranged from
those that put virtually all of their block grant funds into this
purpose to those that invested only a small percentage of their
funding in this way.)
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(8) Chapter 2 funds are insufficient to support many aspects of the
desegregation-related programs that were formerly funded by ESAA.
Many districts have had to reduce staff and services that were
supported before by federal funds.

Third, regarding the overall impact of the shift to the block grant on

desegregation efforts, we found that:

(9) Local staff perceive the coming of the block grant as either
having sharply curtailed local desegregation efforts or having
little impact or them, depending on the severity of the
desegregation situation faced by the district.

(10) The block grant has allowed districts to apply the funds to
achieve desegregation purposes somewhat more flexibly; many have
taken advantage of this flexitility.

(11) The increase in students potentially served and the overall

decrease in funding applied to this purpose imply a dilution of
federal assistance for desegregation.

Putting the Analysis in Context

The analysis can be done meaningfully only in the context of the
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), the antecedent program that provided a
major source of funding for districts that were particularly hard hit by the
problems associated with the desegregation process. This program alone
accounted for approximately 362 of the total antecedent funding directly
available to LEAs in 1981-82. Only several hundred districts received this
aid under ESAA. Because under Chapter 2 the funds are, in effect, spread
across all districts in the nation, the loss of discretionary dollars to
these districts has been substantial, while many of the problems they
addressed remain. At the same time, other desegregating districts that
never received ESAA funds now have some federal discretionary money that can

be applied to this purpose.
One must carefully define the relevant universe for these analyses.

Table VIII-1 summarizes the proportion of districts in each size category

that have carried out any activities to desegregate schools or reduce racial
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Table VIII-1

DESEGREGATING DISTRICTS, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts
in each size category...

Desegregating
in response
Undergoing to court or
desegregation* agency mandate**
District Size (proportiony (proportions
(Enrollment) of students) of students
Very large 74 (171) 39 (11t)
(25,000 or more)
Urban 88 (12) 54 (9)
Suburban 55 (5) 16 (2)
Large 34 (6) 12 (2)
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 23 (8) 3
(2,500 tu 9,999)
Small 15 (3) 1 (0.3)
(600 to 2.499)
Very small 15 (0.6) 0 (0.0)
(under 600)
All districts 18 (35) 2 (14)

®
Defined as "implementing a plan to desegregatz or reduce racial isolation
in schools within the pa~t 5 years.”

xR
The districts in this column are a subset of those in -the first column;
percentages, however, still refer to the total number of districts in each
size category.

+Proportion of the total number of students nationwide.




isolation among them in the last 5 years. In addition, the table notes the
subset of these that have done so in response to a court order or government
agency mandate. These districts are disproportionately distributed among
size categories, with the great majority of very large urban districts
bearing the largest relative burden. However, as the table makes clear,
there are many small districts that have undertaken desegregation
activities. To keep the order of magnitude of desegregation effects in
perspective, we note in the table the relative percentage of students

accounted for by each class of district.
For the rest of this section, all analyses will refer to the set of

districts that have undergone desegregation (or subsets of this group, as

necessiry).

The Use of Chapter 2 Funds for Desegregation-Related Purposes

Districts have the choice of whether or not to use block grant funds to
support their desegregation efforts; many have opted not to. Table VIII-2
displays the proportion that did or did not use Chapter 2 for these
purposes. The table also notes the corresponding proportion within each
size category that had ESAA funds for these purposes. At the aggregate
level, the number of districts using these kinds of funds for desegregation-
related purposes has increased substantially *n all size categories except
the largest (where most of the students affected by desegregation are).
There, approximstely the same proportion of districts are still using the
funds for desegregation-related purposes. The increases in number of
districts using the funds for desegregation are not matched by the
proportion of the nation's students in these districts, which is slightly
smaller than under ESAA. The table does not demonstrate whether an
individual district chose to continue its ESAA program; we summarize that
effect in Table VIII-3. Although the majority of ESAA districts in all size
categories have continued some aspects of their desegregation program, very
large urban districts are especi.lly likely to have done so. A cluster of
factors affecting these districts contributed to thls pattern, as we discuss

below.
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Table VIII-2

ESAA AND CHAPTER 2 SUPPORT FOR NESEGREGATION-RELATED ACTIVITIES
BY SIZL OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts undergoing
desegregation* that funded
desegregation-related
activities with...

(a) ESAA funds (b) Chapter 2 funds
in 1981-82 in 1984-85
District Size (proportion of (proportion of
(Enrollment) nation's students) nation's students)
Very large 66 (13.5%*) 64 (10.5%*)
(25,000 or more)
Urban 70 (10.5) 73 (7.5)
Suburban 57 (3.0) 43 (3.0)
Large 26 (1.5) 39 (3.0)
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 24 (3.0) 33 (3.0)
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 6 (0.2) 18 (0.5)
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 0.0 (0.0) 29 (0.1)
(under 600)
All districts 13 (18.2) 29 (17.1)

*
Defined as "implementing a plan to desegregate schools or reduce racial
isolation in schools within the past 5 years.”

®
Proportion of the total student population nationwide.
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Table VIII-3

PROPORTION OF FORMER ESAA DISTRICTS OPTING TO USE
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS FOR DESEGREGATION-RELATED PURPOSES,

District Size
(Enrollment)

Very large
(25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small
(600 to 2,499)

Very small
(under 600)

All districts

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts that
had rececived ESAA funds in 1981-82
and opted to use Chapter 2 funds
for desegregation-related purposes

77
82
64
73

59

67

66
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What factors led districts to apply the block grant to desegregation

needs? Our analyses suggest several important things:

. The presence of a court or agency order. External mandates for
desegregation left districts lit.'e choice; because such districts
were chronically short of funds, there were few alternatives ' it to
use what the block grant provided to continue as much of the prior
desegregation effort as possible (although, even so, there were
sometimes changes in the kinds of activities supported).

. The longevity and success of the district's desegregation efforts.
Some districts had been in the process of desegregating for a long
time and felt they had achieved most or all of what their plans
called for. In such cases, the districts were likely to have
shifted to other activities anyway.

. The degree of minority concentration and the extensiveness of the
desegregation plan. Districts that opted To continue using
Chapter 2 funds for uesegregation-related puvposes tend to have more
extensive minority populations and consequen’:ly larger, more complex
desegregation plans. On average, those that put block grant funds
into other activities have only 102 of their student populations
from minority backgrounds, as compared with 30% in districts which
continued desegregation~related activities.

. The degree of funding loss. Districts losing considerable money in
the transition to the block grant were understandably less likely to
shift the remainder away to non-desegregation-related activities.

What the Block Grant Supports (and Does Not Support) in Districts That Use
the Funds for Desegregation

In those districts that have opted to use some or all of their
Chapter 2 funds tc aid desegregation, the funds have been directed primarily
to instructional programs, student support services, and staff development,
as Table VIII-4 summarizes. By contrast with other districts in the nation,
proportionately few of these districts put block grant funds into computer
applications or curriculum development. The :able details the types of
programs included in these. Compensatory instruction for students affected
by desegregation (forbidden under ESAA rules in the last years of this
program) was an especially common use of the funds, as are teacher training
and teacher support programs. Magnet schools--a major focus of ESAA funding
before it was folded into Chapter 2——are supported by block grant funding in
surprisingly few districts.
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Table VIII-4

WHAT CHAPYER 2 SUPPORTS IN DISTRICTS THAT USED
THE BLOCK GRANT FOR DESEGREGATION-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Among districts using Chapter 2 funds for desegregation,
percentage that indicated...

Activity was explicitly Chapter 2-supported desegregation
aimed at students efforts included the following:
(or staff) undergoing
desegregation*
Instructional services 57%% Compensatory instruction  38%%*
Student support services 49 Teacher training/support 31
Staff development 31 Community liaison 15
Computer applications 22 Dropout prevention 15
Curriculum/new-program Magnet schools 14
development 20

Discipline/school safety 12

Human relations/
counseling 11

Planning/monitoring 9

*We exclude our sixth major activity category--support for libraries and
media centers--because it rarely bore any direct relationship

to desegregation goals. For each of the five activity areas above, mail
survey resp~—~dents could indicate whether the activity was specifically
aimed at st- ents or staff undergoing desegregation, among other target
groups.

X%
The percentages in each column should be interpreted as follows: "57% of

the districts using Chapter 2 funds for desegregation assistance supported
instructional services explicitly aimed at students undergoing
desegregation,” etc.
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Districts did not necessarily use all of their annual Chapter 2

allocation for desegregation-related activities, however.

four large districts we visited that capture tic range of desegregation

situations and local responmses to block grant funding among districts that

chose to use the block grant in this area.

District A
(over 30,000 students,
voluntary plan, 84%
loss from antecedents)

District B
(over 60,000 students,
court-ordered plan,
54X loss from
antecedents)

District C
(over 100,000 students,
court-ordered plan,
40X loss from
antecedent programs)

Uses of block grant funds,
(excluding administration or evaluation)

Desegregation-
related

Elementary magnet
program
($349,539)

TV studio (part
of magnet program)
($134,793)

Alternative to

suspensiun program
($134,793)

Human relations
program
($862,222)

Magnet school
curriculum
development
($385,583)
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Not desegregation-
related

Parent Readiness
Education Program
($4,99)

Computer literacy
($4,395)

Library support
($113,899)

Arts in Education
($17,896)

Career Education
($6,488)

Parent Volunteer
Program
($26,907)

Coordination of
LEP services
($121,072)

Regional comsortium
providing staff
development
($150,717)

Teacher Education

Center
($11,730)

Computer software
($6,000)

We profile below



[““*""""""""""""""‘___________________‘________________—____""'—________"'___'1

Uses of block grant funds,
(excluding administration or evaluation)

Degegregation— Not desegregation-
related related
District D Buzing assistance Counseling and guida..:;e
(over 60,000 stuents, $37,659 center ($223,999)
voluntary plan,
362% gain over Library/media center
antecedent funding) ($283,333)

Professional development
center ($172,272)

Where Chapter 2 supports desegregation-related activities, it tends to
support a relatively small proportion of the desegregation program. For
most larger districts this proportion is much smaller than what federal
funds paid for under ESAA. The same four districts described above provide
examples of what the block grant does not support that was formerly covered

by federal funding:

Chapter 2 does not support the following
aspects of the desegregation program thzi
were formerly funded under ESAA:

District A Main elementary-level components eliminated:
full~day kindergarten, counselors, resource
teachers who provided inservice, materials,
money for field trips.

listrict B All direct instructional services have been
dropped. The number of aides involved in
in-school suspension program has been
greatly reduced.

District C Bilingual specialists reduzed; resource
teachers were dropped. Community liaisons,
teacher aides, staff development have also
been cut.

District D (Not applicable; district did not receive
ESAA funds.)

Chapter 2 funds used for purposes unrelated to desegregation could have

been applied to these purpcses, but they would not come near to paying for

what was offered before.
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Impact of the Block Grant on Desegregating l.stricts

In the largest districts facing complex desegregation situations
(almost all of which were ESAA districts), the impact of the shif: to the
block grant is clear and profound: the coming of Chapter 2 forced sharp
reductions in a heavily funded and generally valued program. This reduction
followed two successive years of ESAA cutbacks that had eliminated more than
half of the federal outlays for this program. The fact that many of these
districts found themselves allocating an increased share of their funds to
private schools (see Section XV) further complicated this situation. The
difficult fiscal condition of manv such districts ga - them few options for
coping with the change

One must set against this loss the districts, primarily smaller to
medium-sized, that gained additional resources with which to address
desegregation purposes. The net result, summarized in Table VIII-5, can be
summarized as follows: a larger number of districts serving approximately
the same number of students address desegregat .on purposes with fewer
federal dollars (the exact reduction in funding appliea to this purpose
cannot be determined precisely from our data, but it is at least four times
less). In other words, federal funding in this area has been spread very
thin, producing in effect a dilution of federal assistance to this area.
There has also been some increase in flexibility in the use of desegregation
assistance dollars, which is appreciated. However, this, too, is often

offset by the reduced amount that district decisionmakers have to work with.

In the broader perspective of all desegregating districts, the impact
of the block grant on desegregation efforts has been mixed. That 1s, when
one includes all desegregating districts (most of which are smaller, and
many of which do not face severe decegregation situations), the pattern
geems to be that the block grant had relatively little effect on
desegregation, as Table VIII-6 indicates. The pattern in the table 1is
explained partly by the fact that the majority of desegregating districts do
not use Chapter 2 for this purpose and alsn that the severity of the




Table VIII-5

NET EFFECT OF THE BLOCK GRANT ON FEDERAL
DOLLARS APPLIED TC DESEGREGATION AND ON
THE PERCENTAGE O¥ DISTRICTS AND STUDENTS INVOLVED

Under ESAA Under Chapter 2
in 1981-82 in 1984-85 Change

Percent of desegregating 13% 29% +223%
districts that used

federal funds to address

desegregation

Totil federal funding $145,296,973 $37,891,304% - 74%
applied to desegregation- (362) (11%)

related purposes (percent of

total antecedent or block

grant funds at the local level)

Proportion of nation's 18.2% 17.1% - 6%
students in these districts

Per-pupil federal $20.35 $ 5.64% - 72%
support for desegregation
assistance**

*Thie is a maximum estimate, calculated by subtracting library/media center
allocations from the total amount the district received, and assuming the
rest could have beea aimed at desegregation assistance of some kind. The
actual figure is less because districts tended to use Chapter 2 funds for
various purposes unrelated to desegregation, as previously dis:ussed in
text.

xx
Calculated by dividing the aggregate dollar figure above by the estimated
total enrollment in the districts receiving che funds.

133

o IE;U




16 ¢

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7ET

All districts Districts
undergoing desegregating
Types of Probleas Exverienced Under the Block Grant desegregation under court order
8. General problema attributed to Chapter 2
None 75 52
Fewer funds than under antecedent programs 13 28
Lost ataff 5 15
Can't provide ss many services 8 19
Has to provide more funda for private
achool atudents 4 11
b. Problera specific to desegresation efforts
None 78 6%
Eliminstion of desegregation-related sctivities 8 4
Reduction of desegregation-related a:tivities 7 14
Required LEA to geek other funding sources
to meintain desegregation progras 4 11
c. Othe:s effects on desegregation efforts
Helped LEA to initiate or expand desegregation effortas 5 14

Table VIII-6

PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED UNDER THE BLOC*
FOR ALL (AND SUBSETS OF) DESEGREGATIN

Percentage of districts reporting each type of problea
experienced under the block grant, for...

Diatricts
formerly receiving
ESAA funda

21
€6
32

42

23

29
14

46

30

Very large
urban districts

17
67
46

49

44

29
10

37
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desegregation situation varied greatly across districts of differing sizes,
minority populations, and fiscal conditions. The table also demonstrates
that districts under more adverse circumstances--those under court order,
those that lost heavily from former ESAA grants, and those in urban settings
with enrollments of 25,000 or more--experienced progressively more problems

with the shift to the block grant.
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IX EDUCATIONAL IMPRCVEMENT#*

In this section, we summarize our analyses of the block grant's effects
on educational improvement. We first define the term, then summarize
evidence regarding what Chapter 2 may have contributed to improvement in
instructional materials and equipment and to the development of curricula or
staff. A discussion of Chapter 2 as a stimulus for innovation ard to
schoolwide planning and coordination follows. We conclude the section by
discussing possible consequences of districts' improvement efforts under the

block grant.

Summary

The analyses in this section can be summarized zs follows. First, with

regard to improvement in equipment and materials:

(1) A majority of districts in all size categories are using some or
all of their Chapter 2 momey to support computer-based instruction
of some kind (typically through the purchase of computer hardware
or software). This pattern represents a dramatic increase over
what was done under antecedent programs. This increase is not
attributable solely to block grant funds, but has been more
extensive than would have been the case without Chapter 2 money.

(2) Block grant support for other forms of imstructional materials or
equipment (e.g., for libraries, media centers, and other school
departments) is as extensive as for computers, but is not as
clearly related to educational improvement as defined here.

Second, with regard to improvement in curriculum, we found that:

*
This section is adapted from another report from the Mational Study
(Knapp, 1986).
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(3) Approximately a quarter of the nation's school districts put some
or all of their Chapter 2 money into curriculum development,
nearly one and a half times tne number that did so under
antecedent programs.

(4) The payoff of these projects cannot be determined at this time;
typically, Chapter 2-supported curriculum projects have been
modest in scope.

Third, regarding the block grant's contribution to staff improvement,

we found that:

(5) Chapter 2 funds have contributed to a doubling of the number of
districts in all size categories that are using these funds for
staff development, by contrast with antecedent programs. The
funds support training (often retraining programs in areas of
teacher shortage) that is aimed largely at teachers' skills and
knowledge in core academic areas, and also st instructional
leadership.

(6) The actual contribution of the funds to significant improvement in
staff skills is probably mixed, reflecting the range in training
activities from one-time workshops to elaborate and intensive
training.

Fourth, regarding schoolwide coordination and planning, we found that:

(7) The block grant appears to do little to stimulate schoolwide
coordination and planning (with some exceptions in the case of
minigrant and computer educatica programs).

Fifth, regarding the contribution of the block grant to the local

process of innovation, our analyses indicate that:

(8) Block grant funds contribute widely to the start-up of new
programs--in approximately half of the districts nationwide--half
of which view the block grant as "seed money.” This is especially
true where leadership encourages innovation, the block grant has
increased discretiouary dollars, and there are few alternative
sources of support.

(9) The pattern of new program start-up differs in some respects from
the pattern of innovative projects that prevailed under ESEA Title
IV-C: block grant funding apparently elicits at least a3 wide a
range of project ideas, but planning and evaluation of project
results are not as consistently structured or as systemctic.
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3ixth, wich regard to the concentration or dispersion of funds to
achieve educational improvement, our analyses suggest that the effect of the

block grant may be somewhat dilute becatse:

(10) There is a pronounced tendency for districts to spread block grant
resources across all schools or students rather <han concentrating
on the needs of a few. This tendency is due to various factors,
anong them local political pressures, patterns established under
antecedent programs, and educators' belief in the value of serving
all children equally.

(11) Across the 3 years of the block grant, resources have tended to
become more widely spread among various activity categories, even
though the total amount of local Chapter 2 funding has remained
approximately the same.

(12) This dilution of improvement efforts may be somewhat offset by the

block grant's leveraging effects (which exist, but for which we
cannot estimate the incidence nationwide).

The Meaning of Educational Improvement

We made a working definition of this global goal by considering any
effort to upgrade equipment and materials, develop curricula or train staff,
add to staff, innovate or experiment with instru-tional approaches ard
programs, or stimulate schoolwide coordination and planning as
"improvement-oriented activity.” We assumed that some kind of "improvement”
was more likely to occur where we found evidence that the quantity of staff
or approp.iate materials had increased, new or different approaches were
being tried, the activities were related to the central academic mission of
the schools, and the practices in question were associated with widely
agreed-on conditions for student learning (motivation, time spent on task,
etc.). We recognized that Chapter 2 funds are often not the only source of
support for these activities, but if we found evidence that what the block
grant purchased could not have been supported in other ways and that this
support was not trivial, then we presumed that it had (or was likely to

have) contributed to educational improvement.
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Our approach to this topic thus relied on indirect evidence, based on
the belief that it was neither appropriate nor feasible to assess the direct
contribution of block grant funds to student outcomes. Chapter 2 funding 1s
too often a small part of a larger instructional program, such that the
unique contribution of the funding is hard or impossible to isolate. Given
the wide range of uses under the block grant, one is also hard put to
aggregate across districts the increments of direct effect on students, or
even across uses within a single district. Finally, the effects on student
outcomes of many--1f not most--uses of the block grant are not likely to

manifest themselves in the short term, if they can be detected at all.

Improvement in Instructional Equipment and Materials, Curriculum, and Staff
Expertise

By the definition we have just described, there is evidence that the
block grant has contributed to various aspects of the instructional system
that influence what aad how much students learn. The three areas in which

Chapter 2 funds have made the biggest contribution are:

. Instructional equipment and materials
. Curriculum development

. Staff development.

We briefly summarize our analyses of improvement in each of these areas

below.

We preface our discussion by noting that the scale of the block grant's
contribution to each area is generally small, when judged in terms of the
overall district budget. Typically, this means that the block grant funds
purchase one or a few computers for a school (or sometimes equip a computer
lab when the district concentr-*es funds »n a certain level of school),
helps a district revise the curriculum in one subject area for a particular

grade or two, or supports three or four 1l-day workshops on a particular
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topic of interest. At the level at which the benefit of funds was received,

however, local educators consider this contribution to be fairly important.

Improvement in Equipment and Materials

As described in Section V, Chapter 2 funds have provided widespread
support for the introduction of computer technology irnto the instructional
program~ of districts and schools of all sizes nationwide. The use of block
grant funds for computer-related purchases represents a dramatic increase
from what prevaiicd under the antecedent programs and also what would

realistically be possible without Chapter  support.

For most districts, these computer hardware and software purchases
represent a step into a new mode of instruction. Although block grant funds
are not the only way districts purchase computers, or necessarily the first
source of funding for this type cf purchase, the real increases 1in
discretionary dollars that most districts have experienced under the block
grant and the flexibility allowed in use of the funds have helped many
districts to make a quantum jump in the numbers of computers and related
r>ftware available to students and staff.

Has the introduction of computers contributed to the quality of the
instructional program? Although a study of this kind can offer no
definitive answers to this question, the following kinds of evidence suggest
that some improvement is taking place: (1) Chapter 2-purchased computers are
being used; (2) the level of excitement about computer technology is high
among students and many staff; (3) computer hardware and softjare 1s mostly
being used for instruction in core academic areas, rather than for
peripheral areas of the school curriculum; (4) the purchase of computer
technology is often linked to Chapter 2-supported curriculum or staff

development.

Other forms of material and equipment purchase follow the pattern
established under ESEA Title IV-B--these funds most often are used to
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supplement the materials and equipment in libraries and media centers, at
both the school and district levels. It is more difficult to maxe the case
that these funds contribute heavily to "educational improvement” as Jefined
here, however important the funds may be to their respective library or

media center programs.

Curriculum Improvement

Although it is difficult to assess the quality of Chapter 2-supported
curriculum development efforts currently in progress, the block grant has
clearly enabled a large number of districts to try to upgrade some aspect of
the curriculum. Various kinds of evidence suggest that the block grant is
likely to contribute to improvement in this area, by the definition we have

used:

. As summarized in Section VI, a greater number and diversity of
districts are engaging in curriculum development under *he block
grant than under antecedent programs (even though more small or
medium-sized districts are involved, the number of students in these
districts has not decreased).

. Curriculum development supported by the block grant tends to
concentrate on core academic subjects, especially in areas widely
considered to be high-priority subjects, such as computer literacy
or couputer science, mathematics, and natural sciences. In some
districts, Chapter 2-supported work also includes local software
development ‘ntended to adapt computers to local instructional needs.

. The curriculum development supported by the block grant does not
seem to be isolated, but rather is linked to other aspects of the
instructional system supported by the block grant—-—-e.g., staff
development and equipment purchases.

In most cases, it is too soon to 3ay whether these attempts to make the
curriculum better are, in fact, improvements, but at least the effort is

being made.
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Upgrading Staff

As the analyses in Section VI showed, staff development has become an
area of increasing attention under the block grant. This kind of support
represents an expansion in the amount of training offered under antecedent
programs, although the intensity of the training supported by Chapter 2 now
varies greatly (for exazmple, relatively few districts mount the kind of
elaborate staff development programs that took place under the Teacher Corps
program before it was folded into Chapter 2).

Several features of this staff development activity as a whole suggest

that it is likely to improve the capabilities of school instructional staff:

- Almost all the staff development supported by Chapter 2 is aimed at
teachers, although other types of staff often are included.

. In nearly half the districts using Chapter 2 funds for staff
development, the block grant has supported retraining of
underqualified teachers in areas of shortage such as mathematics,
science, and computer applications.

. Staff development concentrates on instructional issues--for example,
training in particular subject areas (40% of the districts using
Chapter 2 for staff development), in teaching techniques (in 77% of
these districts), and in instructional leadership (in 45% of these
districts).

Innovation and Schocl-Level Coordination

The block grant may have contributed as much to the process of
developing local solutions to educational problems as to materials and
equipment, curricula, or staft. Accordingly, we tried to determine whether
the block grant had encouraged experimentation .r innovation within school
districts—-a role analogous to the "seed moncy” function of projects funded
under ESEA Title IV-C--and whether the current situation represented a
change from the situation under antecedent programs. We also examined

effects on school-level coordination and planning.
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Chapter 2 as a Stimulus for Innovation

Block grant funds are used to start new programs in a majority of
districts and often are viewed as "seed momey”; Table IX-1 summarizes
relevant mail survey findings. Analyses presented in Section III and in
another report from the study (see Turnbull and Marks, 1986) document that,

across all district size categories, most districts are likely to have used

Table IX-1

USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS TO START NEW PROGRAMS,
AS SEED MONEY AND TO FUND MINIGRANTS, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Allows dis- Are Are used
District Size tricts to start viewed as for minigrant
(Enrollment) new_programs seed money programs
Very large 67 47 15
(25,000 or more)
Urban 59 45 17
Suburban 77 49 13
Large 77 44 13
(10,000 tec 24.999)
Medium 60 37 3
(2,500 te¢ 9,999)
Small 66 35 4
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 44 16 2
(under 600)
All districis 56 28 3
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block grant funds to support an activity for which they had not used
antecedent program funding (in cddition to continuing support for some prior
activities). The finding still holds even when -ne discounts support for
computer technology, wl:ich has been a new venture for many districts.
Although, strictly speaking, not all “new" programs are innovative, there is
considerable evidence that districts use some of their block grant money to

try cut things they have not done before.

Our site visit data suggest that the block grant supports a local
process of innovation in at least three ways:

. By providing additional means to support districtwide planning of new
departures in the instructional program, such ag computer education
or, less frequently, larger-scale curriculum development.

- By giving creative administrators (e.g., the superintendent, some
Chapter 2 coordinators) some money with which to encourage
experimental programs--as one superintendent put it, a way to fund
things "that probably would not happen unless a philanthropist movei
into town.” (This kind of "risk money" was sometimes necessary to
persuade conservative school boards to try somel’iing out.)

. By supporting formal innovation processes at the local level, e.g.,
iocal minigrant pr ,rams (see Table IX-1). Modeled by ESEA Title
IV-C programs administered at the state level, minigrant programs
invite school-level staff to propose ways for sma’l amounts of
district Chapter 2 funds to be used.

There is no simple way to assess whether the number cf Gistricts using
funds to further the proces~ of innovation has changed since before
Chapter 2, but we approximated the change by comparing the number of
districts that rereived ESEA Title IV-C funds with those viewing block grant
funds as seed money and/or using it to start new programs. Al*.ough there
13 gome variation across size categories, the comparisonr suggests that more
districts are ueing funds to support an innovative or experimental project

under the block grant than before (see Knapp, 1986.).

On the basis of our site visit data, we can make several assertions

regarding the block grant as a stimulant for innovation. First, the




presence of relatively unfettered funds often attracts interest and even
local competition for these funds. There appears to be no lack of ideas
about what to do with the money. This is especially true in districts that
set up minigrant arrangements, but is also the case in a variety of other

districts.

Second, the design of experimental projects is often subsumed within
larger school and district planning processes, especially where the funds
support a part of a larger program, such as a districtwide computer
education plan. Third, there is little evidence of systematic documentati~n
or evaluation of project results beyund formative feedback for local
purposes, except in larger districts with established evaluation units and a

tradition of Lormal evaluation.

Fourth, Chaptrr 2 funds are most likely to contribute to innovation

where:

. Chapter 2 has increased the level of funds that had been available
under antecedent programs. Because innovations are typically seen
(initially) as something "extra,” it helps for districts to feel
that they have additional funds to experimeut with. The reverse is
painfully obvious in large districts that lost considerable money
under the block grant. As one Chapter 2 coordinator in a large
urban district that had lost a great deal of ESAA funds put it,

“Chapter 2 stimulated nothing. No, it was a funeral pall--just
survival planning.”

. District leadership actively encourages innovation and views the
block grant as monay to experiment with. The block grant clearly
provided the opportunity for leadership initiative. One
superintendent explained to us: "I use Chapter 2 to get things
started around here.”

. There are no (or few) alternative ways to support innovatiorn. It is

oot unusual to find districts experimenting with other funda (e.g.,
state improvement grants) while using Chapter 2 “or fairly routine
activities. On the other hand, in districts with fewer grants or
opportunities and tighter budgets overall, the chance to have some
discretionary funding for out-of-the-ordinary programs is much
appreciated.
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. Local funds er- wmanaged conservatively. Not all districts are
willing to take risks with iocal funds. In site visits, we
encountered various examples of district administrators who had
argued successfully for starting new ventures (such as taose
involving computers) tecause "soft money" was available for this
purpose.

School-level Coordination and Planning

Although a majority of mail survey respondents describe their uses of
Chapter 2 funds as contributing to "schoolwide improvement’ and
approximately a quarter indicate that the block grant helps to implement
"school-level programs based on effective schools research,” the block grant
has apparently done 1little to stimulate the coordinated school-level
instructional planning that is widely believed to be one key to improved
education. Much of the innovative activity described above happens at the
district level (minigran® programs are a partial exceptiun); in general, the
decisionmaking about the uses of the block grant 1s controlled by
district-level staff (see Section XI for a more exte-sive discussion of
decisionmaking). What does go on at the school level--computer-based
instruction, workshops on instructional leadership, or whatever--may
contribute to better instructional programs, but not necessarily to the

school-level process of improvement.

The Dilution of Improvement Efforts

The overall pattern we have been describing--a larger number and
broader range of districts participating in improvement-oriented activities
under the block gru.t--has a possible consequence worth noting. There
appears to be a tendency under the block grant to provide "a little

something for everyone," rather than concentrating rescurces in ways that

may benefit fewer students (or districts) more intensively.

Our analyses suggest this pattern in various ways (see Knapp, 1986).

First, except in very large districts, there 1s a tendency to serve all
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schools in a district rather than some. Taralleling this pattern, districts
tend to direct block grant funds toward activities that benefit all kinds of
students rather than selected target groups. This happens almost by
definition where funds support libraries, media centers, or other schoolwide
activities. But respondents indicated that other improvement-oriented
activities, such as the introduction of computers or the development of new
curricula, were aimed mostly at "all types of students” rather than
particular target groups. Finally, even though the total amount of funds
distributed to the local level has not changed appreciably in the 3 years of
Chapter 2, districts seem to be allocating their block grant funds to an
increasing number of activities over time. By comparison with the preceding
year, districts tend to use their funds in an increasing number of areas, as
shown in Table IX-2.

The implication of these ratterns may be that the effects of block
grant funding on educational improvement are, or are baccuing, dilute. This

dilution can mean the following at the local level:

. All the students in the school get to use the new computers for a
few minvies each week.

. All the schools in a district receive a small addition t»> their
library fund, but one that is insufficient to purchase major new
items.

. Experiments bcing tried in one year are abandoned the next for lack
of follow-through.

The resuit may be that at present levels of funding (averaging between
$7 and $9 annually per pupil) the bhlock grant makes what most local
educators perceive to be a relatively small contribution to their
instructional programs. Nonetheless, we frequently found that the
relatively small amount of funds was considerad important--even
essential--from the point of view of district staff most close.y affect ,
gsuch as a school librarian, a third of whose materials budget might ke

coming from block grant funds.
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Table IX-2

CHANGE OVER TIME IN THE NUMBER OF ACTIVITY CATEGORIES SUPPORTED

Percentage of districts allocating
block grant funds to...

2 or more of the 6
School Year major activity categories* 4 or more

Under antecedent programs
1981-82 41 7

Under Chapter 2

1982-83 48 11
1983-84 51 11
1984-85 69 18

%
As discuesed in Sections III-VII: computer applications, library and
media center support, curriculum development, staff development,
instructional services, student support services.

The fact that block grant funds are spread thinly across many districts
and uses may be offset, to some extent, where these funds "leverage" other
resources. During our site visits we encountered examples of three types of
leveraging: as local matching funds, as funds to match state resources, and
as project "start-up” funds (that is, if successful, experiments initially
started with block grant funds can attract future funding from other
sources, such as the local district budget). Although we have no national
data to indicate the incidence of these uses, the analyses ¢ "seed momey"
effects reported above suggest that at least the third kind of leveraging

may be widespread.
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PART THREE

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION AND DECISIONMAKING

This part of the report deals with the administration of local
Chapter 2 funds and with the decisionmaking associated with the uses of

these funds. Sep _ate sectione present findings on:
. The natvre of administration and associated burdens or costs
(including a discussion of burden reduction) (Section X).
. Local decisionmaking processes (Section XI).

. Consultation with parents and citizens and other aspects of their
involvement in decisionmaking (Section XII).

« local evaluation of Chapter 2 and the activities it supports
(Section XIII).

Highlights of Major Findings in This Part

The mest important findings from the analyses reported inm this part are
presented below (more detailed summaries of findings appear at the beginning

of each section).

Local Administration: Tasks, Costs, and Burdens

+ The nature of Chcpter 2 coordinmators. Across districts, a variety
of staff have responsibility fcr -dministering Chapter 2, and they
typically do so as one of several administrative assignments.

. The workload associated with administeriag the block grant. The
block grant typically implies a 1light administrative load. Some
administrative tasks are likely to be burdensome under certain
conditions,, however, such as administering services for private
school students in larger districts (which have a greater number of
eligible private schools).
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Administrative costs. Most districts with enrollments less than
10,000 do not use the block grant funds to cover the costs of
administering Chapter 2; most larger districts do. Nationwide, only
a small percentsaze (about 5%) of Chapter 2 dollars support
administration. Lack of reimbursement for administrztive costs is
not widely perceived to be a problem.

Change in administrative burdens. For most districts, the shift to
the block grant has reduced administrative burdens and (to the
extent we could determine) the actual workload of administrators.
In most other districts (approximately a third of all districts)
respondents see little change from antecedent programs (typically,
because neither the block grant nor what preceded it are thought to
be very burdensome).

Local Decisiormaking Process

Control over decisions to ailocate block grant funds. Decisions
about what to use Chapter 2 funding for are typically controlled by
one or a few district-level administrators. School staff, school
board members, and psrents or other community members tend to play
1ittle role in these decisions, although thare are some important
differences by size of district (e.g., teachers aud principals seem
to be more influential in smaller districts, which typically consist
of one or two schools).

Relationship to other decisionmaking processes. Decisions about the
use of Chapter 2 funds are generally made as part of larger, ongoing
processes related to programs serving special needs or to the
district's educa%ional programs as a whole.

. Decisions about the implementation of block grant-suggorted

activities. These are typically the province of school staff, with
varying degrees of input from district coordinators or other staff,
and occasionally from knowledgeable community members. The
individuals most involved in these decisions depend on the type of
activity supported and the local arrangements for carryiag out these
activities.

Parent and Citizen Involvement in Decisionmaking

District efforts to consult with parents or citizens. Districts
tend to rely on school board meetings, existing advisory grou, , or
PTA meetings to satisfy the requirement that parents be
systematically consulted about the use of block grant funds. The
more ways districts attempt to involve parents, the more likely that
parents actively participate. District actions reflect the
relatively small amounts of money involved, traditions established
under antecedent programs, district philosophies about maintaining
distance from the community, and the lacl of explicit regulations or
monitoring from higher levels of government.
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- District actions to inform the public. Districts tend to invest
little in efforts to inform the public about Chapter 2 and what
these funds do (or can do) locally. As with consultation
mechanisms, the more ways districts try to communicate with the
public about Chapter 2, the more active parents and citizens tend to
be.

. Extent of parent involvement in decisionmaking. Paren.s and other
community members tend not to be heavily involved in Chapter 2
decisionmakine nor do they actively seek to participate, in the
majority of districts. Chapter 2 coordinators attribute this
generally low level of participation to the following:

- The relatively small amount »f funds.

- The perception that local c'tizens are satisfied with current
programs.

- The fact that program goals often have not changed much since

antecedent programs.

General lack of interest or awareness among community members.

Lack of effort by districts in many cases appears to be equally
responsible.

. Influence of the community on decisions about Chapter 2. Although
there 18 1ittle evidence of direct influence by parents on decisions
about Chapter 2, there is some indication that districts make
decisions about the block grant in response to salient concerns
voiced by some elements of the community.

Local Evaluation

« Nature of local evaluation under Chapter 2. Formal evaluation is
relatively unusual; more often, districts collect simple statistics
or else gather fnformal feedback for internal use on.y. Structured
evaluation of block grant support is most likely in larger districts
(which have more to evaluate, and more resources and expertise to do
80).

« Audiences for Chapter 2 evaluation. The district superintepndent and
the state education agency are most frequertly mentioned as
expressing an interest in evaluative informa.ion about what is done
with Chapter 2 [unds. Interest among parents. other community
members, or private school officials typically is low. Respondents
in a quarter of all school districts ’vdicate tha. nobody has
expressed an interest in evaluations of Chapter 2.

. Intluences on local Chapter 2 evaluation. Other than audience
interest, five factors appear to have an important role in shaping
what is (and is not) done to evaluate Chapter 2 at the local level:

- State requirements (which vary from extensive application
requirements to nothing at all).
= Local traditions and beliefs about the value of evaluation.
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- The amount of resources available for evaluation from Chapter 2
(or elsewherc).

- The availability of iocal expertise.

- The type of activity supported by the block grant (some »f which
are widely thought to be impossible or not meaningful to evaluate,
such as support for iibraries and me..a centers).

. Use of Chapter 2 funds for evaluation. Only the largest districts
use Chapter 2 funds for evaluation activities in significant numbers.
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X LOCAL ADMINISTRATION: TASKS, COSTS, AND BURDENS#*

In this section we describe the administrators who are in charge of
Chapter 2 coordination at the local level. We then explore the nature of
the tasks they perform under the block grant and the administrative load
these tasks entail. Next, we discuss administrative costs, noting the
extent to which these are considered a burden for districts. Finally, we
examine changes in administrative burden from antecedent pr- grams to the

present.

Summary

Our analyses in this section can be summarized as follows: First,
regarding the kinds of people who administer the block grant locally, we
found that:

(1) A variety of types of local staff carry the responsibility of
administering block funds -~ including federal programs sta.if,
superintendents, directors of curriculi~ and instruction,
library/media coordinators -- and they typically do so as one of
ceveral assignments . A third had no responsibility for any of
the programs consolidated into the block grant.

(2) The nature and allocation of administrative responsibilities under
Chapter 2 reflect the fact that the block grant is not a single
unified program at the local level like other federal
grants-in-aid but rather a broad-aim funding vehicle that supports
various activities (.ften paying only part of the costs).

%
This section is adapted from the corresponding parts of anmother report
from the Nationa' Study (Knapp, 1986).
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Second, with regard to the nature of local administrative tasks under
the: block grant and the administrative load associated with them, we found
that:

(3) District officiais consider the administrative load associated
with most administrat!ve tasks under the block grant to be low (or
at least, not very burdensome) in the majority of districts.

(4) Some administrative tasks, under certain conditions, tend to pose
significant burdens--for example, administering services for
private school students in larger districts.

(5) State interpretation of federal block grant requirements accounts
for much of the variation in burdens associated with tasks that
the state education agency influences most directly: applying for
funds, reporting and accounting for expenditures, and evaluating
the uses of funds.

Third, regarding local administrati-> costs under Chapter 2, we found

that:

(6) Most districts of enrollment under 10,000 do not charge
administrative costs (defined as the sum of administrators’'
salaries and indirect administrative costs) to the block grant.
More than half of the larger districts (and three-quarters of the
largest) use some of their Chapter 2 funds to cover these kinds of
expenses.

(7) Nationwide 5.4% of total Chapter 2 funds in 1984-85 at the local
level went to administrative costs. The average (median) annual
amount districts allocated to these expenses range from $34,851 in
the largest districts to $100 in the smallest. Medium-sized
districts tend to allocate a greater proportion of their Chapter 2
funds to administrations.

(8) lack of reimbursement for administrative costs is not widely
perceived as a problem among districts; larger districts are more
likely to complain about unreimbursed administrative costs.

Fourth, with regazd to change in administrative burdens since

antecedent programs, our analyses indicate that:

(9) The block grant has generally reduced the burdens administrators
experience and (to the extent we could determine) their actual
workload, by comparison with antecedent programs. (There are
important exceptions for particular tasks, such as administering
services for ,rivate school students.)

156




(10) A substantial minority of district administrators indicate that
burdens have not changed significantly with the coming of the
block grant. These responses are explained bv the low level of
burde.. to begin with, the number and compiexity of the antecedent
programs a district had, and the fact that for some districts
simplification of some administrative tasks was offset by
1 reased complexity in others.

Local Chapter 2 Administrators

Looking across the nation's school districts, we find that it is
coordinated by a wide variety of people. As with other federal programs,
administering the block grant is usually one of many responsibilities held
by the titular Chapter 2 coordinator. Only in the largest districts does
the scale of operations under the block grant justify (aad pay for) an
individual who does nothing else. The number of other responsibilities
carried by Chapter 2 coordinators corresponds inversely to the size of
district, as seen in Table X-1; but other factors--especialiv decline in the
size of the district, which typically foices fcwer administrators to wear

more hats--play a significant role as well.

Table X-1 also displays the most common administrative responsibilities
borne by Chapter 2 coordinators and how these are distributed by size of
district. As the tabie shows, the larger the district, the more specialized
the job of the coordinator becomes. Most have been Chapter 2 coordinato:s
for all 3 years of the block grant, but a substantial minority (nearly half
in the very small districts) hzve taken on tnis responsibility in the last
year or two.

The nature and ullocation of administrative responsibilities reflect
the fact that Chapter 2 typically is not a single unified program at the
local level like some federal programs, such as bilingual education programs
supported with ESEA Title VII funds. Rather, the block grant funds
typically support more than one activity and, more often than not, pay for
part of the activity (e.g., the equipment, some training) while other funds
pick up the rest of the cost. As a consequence, even though functions such

as filling out the application form are usually done by a single person, the
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OTHFR ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES OF CHAPTER 2 COORDINATORS,

Average (mean)

Table X-1

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts in which Chapter 2
coordinator is also responsible for...

areas of Chapter ., Administration Libraries, Business;
District Size responsibility other federal Staff of regular media district
(Enrollment) besides Chapter 2* programs development inst. program centers budget
Very large 1.8 67 9 15 11 3
(25,000 or more)
Urban 1.7 72 7 12 8 3
Suburban 1.9 62 12 19 14 3
Large 2.3 66 30 25 26 3
(10,000 ro 24,999)
Medium 3.0 76 49 51 35 9
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 3.0 66 49 57 24 30
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 3.2 59 48 59 34 51
(less than 600)
All districts 3.1 65 47 55 30 33

x
Out of 7 possible categories.
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"administration” of the block grant can be divided among various parties.
For this reason, we investigated hurdens at the school as well ., district
level and, during site visits, discussed Chapter 2 administration with a

number of administrators.

Examples from site visits will help to illustrate who the Chapter 2

coordinators are and what they do:

. The Chapter 2 coordinator in a very large urban district in the
South was an administrator in the Federal and State Programs Office,
who handled the applicatinn process for all such programs;
programmatic supervision was decentralized among the various offices
making use of the funds (teacher center, bilingual program, etc.).

. In a large district in a small Midwestern city, the job was split
between the Business Officer, who dealt with funds accounting and
external relations, and a Special Projects Coordinator, who managed
the day-to-day operations of the computer project suppor“ed by
Chapter 2 funds.

. In a small district in the west, a vice principal in one of the two
schools functioned as Chapter 2 coordinator, in additioa to
coordinating the gifted-and-talented program, sil other federal
programs, and the district's tes:ing activities.

Chapter 2 coordinators vary not only in their current responsibili‘ies
but also in their past experiences with the antecedent programs. A third
(34%) of the current Chapter 2 coordinators had no responsibility for any of
the antecedent programs (such respondents often left blank the items
concerning change in burden from that period of time.) Districts that had
more than one antecedent program often split .: adminiatration of these
activities among different individuals. In one site we visited, ome of
these administrators (e.g., the one who had been in charge of ESEA Title
IV-B funds) had no knowledge of other antecedent programs in the district
(e.g., a Title IV-C project in one of the junior high schools). As a
consequence, there was often no unified perception of antecedent programs
within a district, but rather a collection of experiences b 4. riferent
individuals. This fact implies that global perceptions of change in
administrative practice since antecedent programs may not reflect all

aspects of administration under antecedent programs.
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Local Administrative Tasks Under the Block Grant and the load
Associated with Them

The statutory goals for the block grant are most explicit about
paperwork, but to develop a comrmlete picture of block grant administration
we asked questions about nine tasks: applying for funds, accounting for
expenditures, reporting to staie and federal agencies, evaluating the use of
funds, adminiatering services for private school students, performing needs
assessments, planning for programs and purchases, supervising programs and
purchases, and consulting with parents or other community members. Not all
of these tasks are required by the Chapter 2 law or regulations--most,
however, are either implied or, practically speaking, cannot be avoided in

managing local operations under the block grant.

Local Administrative Tasks Under the Block Grant

Our site visits helped to characterize what these tasks involve under
the block grant. The first five tasks could involve significant amounts of

paperwork:

. Applying for funds.* Districts must submit annual Chapter 2
applications to their respective state agencies, or in some states a
yearly update of the triennial application. Applica.ion
requirements vary across states, but are typically very simple. We
visited districts of various sizes from which the Chapter 2
application was no more than two pages long. The application from
one of the largest districts (in a state that requested program
narratives and evaluation designs for each Chapter 2 component) was
in excess of 150 pages.

. Accounting for expenditures. As with all federal programs,
districts must account for their uses of Chapter 2 funds in ways
that satisfy state fiscal accounting standards. In this respect,
Chapter 2 differs 1little from many federal programs; the nature of
the projects supported by the block grant determines the amount of
bookkeeping

®
See another report from the National Study for a more detailed discussion
of stcte-local interactions regarding applice:ions and other forms of
paperwork (Tuinbull and Marks, 1986).
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required--at the simplest, district staff must record one-time
purchases, such as computer or audio-visual equipment. More complex
booklieeping 18 required when large numbers of small items are
purcaased or staff are paid on an ongoing basis. In most districts,
thece are long-established routines for handling all of these.

. Reporting to state and federal agencies. The law requires districts
to report to the state education agencies wyhatever it deems
necessary for purposes of evaluation (see below) or other purposes.
No reporting to the federal level is necessary. The level and kind
of administrative work involved vary considerably by state and by
the complexity of the district's Chapter 2-supported activities.
But, as described elsewhere in the National Study (see Turnbull and
Mar..s, 1986), states ten.' to ask for less reporting under Chapter 2
than they do for other federal or state prograas.

. Evaluating the use of funds.®* Districts are not responsible for a
formal annual evaluation of their Chapter 2-supported activities,
unless the state education agency asks them to do so. The state 1is
required to do an annual evaluation of the use of Chapter 2 funds
within the state, and may ask districts to supply them with
information as part of that evaluation. Some states ask for
nothing; others may send a yearly questionnaire to districts; while
still others ask for a formal evaluation design as part of the
district's Chapter 2 application and then an evaluation report at
the end of the year. Distric*s respond to these requirements in a
variety of ways depending on the available expertise, complexity of
what nust be evaluated, and belief in the importance of evaluation.

. Administering se eervicee for private school students.** Except in
states with 'by pass’ arrangements (where a third-party contractor
administers federal programs for private g£:hool students rather than
the district) or the equivalent of these arrangements (e.g., where
an intermediate unit takes on the responsibility), district staff
are required to administer services for students in eligible private
schools within district boundaries. This administrative job
involves notifying and consulting with private school officials,
making purchases or otherwise paying for services, accounting for
these expenditures, and monitoring and evaluating the services. The
size and complexity of this administrative job vary directly with
the number of eligible private schools: half of the nation's
schools districts in states without the alternative arrangemente
have such schools; the number of schools ranges from one to several
hundred or more.

®
See Section XIII for a more extensive description of local evsiuation

activities.
xR
Another report from the National Study discuss this subject more fully

(Cooperstein, 1986) Also see Section XVI.
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Although not typically involving much paperwork, the four remaining
administrative tasks could require a considerable investment of the

Chapter 2 coordinator's (or other administrator's) time.

. Performing needs assessments. The law does mot require a formsl
needs assessment process. Some districts do, often as part of other
needs assessments--for example, an annual needs assessment survey
performed for the Chapter 1 program is done for Chapter 2, as well,
in one rural site we visited. More typically, needs are "assessed”
informally at the district level (as a Chapter 2 coodinator comsults
colleagues on possible changes in the use of funds for the next
year) or at the school level (e.g., as a librarian asks teachers or
department heads what they most need in the way of new materials in
the school's instructional resource center.)

. Planning for programs and purchases. As with any instructional
program, some planning, however informal, is likely to precede the
activities supported by Chapter 2 funds. Federal law and
regulations specify no formal planning requirements (except in omne
subchapter dealing with basic skills improvement pro jects, which
asks explicitly for the development of a "comprehensive and
coordinated program” to address students' skill deficiencies).
Elaborate forms of planning become necessary under the block grant
where the state education agency and local instructional planning
traditions encourage it or wlhere block grant funds are used for new
programs or activities. As noted in Section IX, planning for
Chapter 2 is often subsumed in the planning process for the programs
to which block grant funds provide partial support.

. Supervising programs or purchases. Particularly in larger
districts, the supervision of programs or activities supported by
Chapter 2 typically falls to staff other than the Chapter 2
coordinator, such as the dist:;ict gifted-and-talented program
coordinator (who might receive a new set of materials purchased with
block grant funds) or the staff development director (who might have
used Chapter 2 funds to pay a consultant to run a workshop series).
Nonetheless, the Chapter 2 coordinator (and staff, if any) typically
retains an overall supervisory responsibility and must oversee (and
often carry out) the expenditure of the Chapter 2 funds.

. Consultation with parents or other community members.* Chapter 2
law and regulations stipulate tha“ parents be consulted in decisions
about the use of ‘unds and that they contribute to the design and
implementation of the activities supported by the block grant.
District officials have interpreted these requirements differently,
in some cases doing little more than a pro forma presentation before
the schoul board, in cther cases setting up parent advisory
committees specifically for Chapter 2. More typically, consultation
with parents is not extensive and consists of periodic conversations
about Chapter 2 activities with advisory groups set up for other
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purposes (e.g., to guide the district's Chapter 1 program, to react
to curricular changes in the core instructional program).

Administrative load of Different Tasks

We had no simple way of measuring the actual time involved in
accomplishing these tasks. Instead, we asked survey and interview
respondents to characterize the administrative load associated with the
tasks, by "assessing the turden” associated with each task.** We assumed
that this broad and subjective concept captured the most significant
dimensions of the adrinistrative load impused by the block grant. We
recognized, in so doing, that there could be various meanings to the term
and that "burdens” might not be straightforwardly related to the size of the
administrative task or the number of requirements, as previous research on
Chapter 2 and other federal programs has pointed out (e.g., Hastings and
Bartell, 1984; Rezmovic and Keesling, 1983; Knapp et al., 1983).

The administrative load associated with each task is generally low as
Table X-2 suggests. However, particular tasks are often fairly burdensome
under the block grant, under certain corditions. Cther tasks pose few
difficulties for the great majority. In only oae instance (very large
districts with respect to their interactions with private schools) do more
than half of the districts in a size category report a task as "somewhat” or
"very” burdensome. However, the table helps to identify particular tasks
that are more problematic than others and the types of districts likely to

experience them that way:

» As the table suggests, filling out applicatioas for block grant
funds, planning for programs and purchasea, and consulting with

*
See Section XII and also another report fream the National Study (Blakely
and Stearns, 1986) for an extensive discussion of this topic.

Xk
Survey respondents assessed burden with a 4-point scale having the

following values: 1 = not at all burdensome; 2 = not very burdensome; 3 =
somewhat burdensome; 4 ** very burdensome. Interview respondents described
and assessed the tasks qualitatively.
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Table X-2

DEGREE OF BURDEN ASSOCIACED WITH PARTICULAR ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS UNDER
THE BLUCK GRANT, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts indicating that the following tasks were "somewhat” or "very burdensome” under Chapter Z:

Adeinistering
Planning for Performing Applying  Supervising Accounting Reporting Evaluating private Consultation
District Size prograas/ needs for programs/ for to state the use school with
(Enrollment) purchases assessments funds _purchases expenditures agencies of funds services parents
Very large 32 34 23 44 45 27 35 60* 28
(25,000 or more)
Urban 33 36 25 46 48 32 29 66* 23
Suburban 31 31 20 42 42 22 42 54% 34
Large 40 35 19 47 42 24 37 44* 31
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 23 34 20 25 31 30 34 40* 26
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 22 39 18 29 34 36 34 39% 24
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 15 35 13 11 8 22 21 32% 26
(less than 600)
All districts 20 36 17 22 23 29 29 40* 25

*

Percentage of those districts with participating private schools only.
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parents are less often seen as burdensome, while administering
services for private school students, services, evaluating the use
of funds, and performing needs assessments more often pose
difficulties for administrators.

+ The table also demonstratea that for some tasks the burdens fall
differentially among the different size categories. Administrators
in the larger districts experience supervising programs and
purchases, accounting for expenditures, ana administering services
for private school students as more difficult than do ti.ose
elsewhere.

The nature of the tasks themselves and the size of the district are not
the only sources of burden under the block grant. Other factors, especially
the state, play a role in the way the district administers Chapter 2.
Variability in the way states interpret and administer the block granmt,
suggested by previous studies (e.g., Kyle, 1983, 1985), was apparent from
our visits to the states and obvioun!,'makea a difference in the way
districts administer their programs (see Turnbull and Marks, 1986 for more
detail on state variability). State education agency (SEA) actions have a
great deal of influence on at least the following three aspects of local

block grant administratior: |

. Applications. As noted above, the application form itself, which
was designed by the SEA, could vary greatly in complexity. Also,
the procedures for reviewing applications vary considerably across
SEAs. We visited districts that had been required to revise and
resubmit their applications because they lacked sufficient detail or
were judged inadequate in other ways by the SEA. More often,
applications were simply accepted and merely checked for
arithmetical errors or unallowable uses of funds.

+ Reporting to the SEA. Some states expected more information from
districts than others, for example, complete inventory lists of
equipment purchased with block grant funds or expenditure
information of various kinds.

. Evaluation. As previously described, some SEAs required little or
nothing from their districts in the way of evaluative information,
while others expected annual evaluations of varying complexity.

Administrative Costs

We distinguished burdens from administrative costs and tried to
determine how much block grant funding was devoted to these expenses and how
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frequently districts did so. A majority of larger districts (enrollments of
10,000 or more) charge some or all of their administrative costs to the
block grant, as Table X-3 indicates. Otherwise, the costs of administering
the block grant are usually borne by the school district.

Although there are limitatiors to the data we could get through the
mail survey, we were able to gererate a rough estimate of administrative
costs by asking whether Chapter 2 funds were used to pay administrators’

salaries or to defray indirect administrative costs.*

Overall, a relatively small proportion of total local Chapter 2 funds
goes to these administrative costs--about 5.4% of these funds nationwide
{see Section 1V). As Table X-3 demonstrates, this perceatage varies by size
of district. The largest districts were understandably more likely to have
enough administrative work to do under the block grant to justify all, or
part, of a salary; however, when smaller districts do support an
administrative salary, this consumes a larger proportion of their Chapter 2

funds.

We also inquired about burdens attributed to unreimbursed costs of
administering local operations overall and services for private school
students in particular. As we note in another report from the study (Knapp,
1986), relatively few districts complain about these costs, for several

reasons:

. In most districts (especially smaller ones), managing the block
grant funds accounts for a small proportion of the Chapter 2
coordinator's time--too small to genmerate much sense of burden.

*The "total administrative cost” = administrators' salaries + indirect costs.
These figures do not include secretarial costs, which may have figured in
the "noncertificated persomnel” line. However, "administrators' salaries”
1s also likely to include some expenditures for actual delivery of services
(1ike staff development).
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Table X-3

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS COVERED BY BLOCK
GRANT FUNDS, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage
of dictricts Median** Mean percentage
with admin- amount of of district's
istrative costs funds for Admin- total allocation
District Size charged to administrative istrative for:
(Enrollment) block grant®* costs*® Salaries Indirect Coste
Very large 76 $34,851% 13 4
(25,000 or more)
Urban 85 33,311 12 3
Suburban 63 44,570 13 4
Large 56 3,141 18 3
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 17 1,574 36 4
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 15 588 30 5
(less than 600)
Very small 4 100 7 9
(under than 600)
All districts 13 950 22 4

%
Defined as administrators' salaries, if any, and indirect administrative

expenses.

Median amount and mean percentage based only on those districts that did
put Chapter 2 funds into administration (for column 1 and 2), into
administrative salaries (column 3), and indirect costs (column 4).
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. Administering the uses of Chapter 2 funds is often so closely
connected with routine functions associated with other federal or
local programs tlat respondents were unable to easily distinguish
(and hence complain about) the portion of their jobs that might have
been covered by Chapter 2 funds.

The chief exception to this pattern is the matter of administering
services for private school students in larger districts. In these
settings, which typically include many private schools, the time and expense
of manzging private school services can be quite large. Understandably,
districts might be concerned about this issue (between a fifth and a quarter
view that as a r-oblem). The perception of difficulty seems especially
acute in those districts experiencing an increase in the number or proportion
of private schools whose students participate, and a corresponding increase
in the proportion of federal funds directed to them (See C.operstein, 1986,

for a more ‘etailed discussion).

Burden Reduction Under the Bloci- Grant

As perceived by those with overall administrative responsibility for
Chapter 2, the absolute level of administrative burden under the block grant
across all administrative tasks is low. Mail survey data summarize the
basic pattern succinctly. Table X-4 presents, by size cf district, the
absolute level of burden averaged across the nine kinds of administrative

tasks.

By comparison with the ntecedent programs, respondents tended to
report that the block grant had reduced administrative burdens, as seen in
Table X-5, although a substantial proportion, approximately a third, see the
burdens as the same. Very few felt that burdens had increased. (Because
respondents across all size categories felt about the same, we have not

broken out this table by district size.)

These perceptions are borne out by the change in actual administrative

activities, to the extent we were able to learn about them. Take, for

example, the matter of applying for funds, the simplest and clearest case of




burden reduction. Before Chapter 2, district officials had to fill out

separate applications (in most programs, the application was a competitive
grant proposal) for each antecedent program in which the district
participated; the applications for such programs as ESEA Title IV-C, ESAA,
and Teacher Corps were often detailed and lengthy. Chapter 2 reduced this
to a single application; as noted earlier in this section, that could often

be a simple fc:m consisting of a few pages.

Table X-4

OVERALL LEVEL OF ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN DISIRICTS EXPERIENCE
UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts Mean rating of
District Size above midpoint on the burden across all
(Enrollment) "burdensome” scale* administrative tasks*%*
Very large 27 2.20
(25,000 or more)
Urban 31 2.18
Suburban 26 2.22
Large 32 2.20
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 19 2.07
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 18 2.06
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 7 1.71
(less than 600)
All districts 14 1.92

%
Midpoint on the scale is 2.5; hence, in the districts falling into this
column, the average rating across the nine administrative tasks was that
the task was “somewhat” or "very” burdensome.

xX
Based on the nine tasks listed earlier in this section in "local

Administrative Tasks Under the Block 5Grant aad the load Associated with
Thean."




TABLE X-5

CHANGE IN ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN FROM ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
TO THE BLOCK GRANT

Percentage of districts* reporting
that burdens under Chapter 2 are...

+ss Smaller 58

«++ The same 37

.+. Greater 5
(100%)

'y
Excluding cases in which the respondent had nmo prior responsibility for
antecedent programs.

Why is it conmsidered less burdensome to administer activities under the
block grant? The general answer emerging from site visit interviews was
remarkably consistent: 1less has to be done to satisfy state and federal
requirements under the block grant than under most of the preceding programs
(exception for ESEA Title IV-B, which in most states had administrative
requirements much like those now found in Chapter 2). Compared with other
antecedent programs, Chapter 2 has fewer reporting and paperwork
requirements of all kinds, as the above discussion of applying for funds

implies.

But why do a substantial minority of coordinators report that the level
of administrative burdens i1s the same? There are several answers to this.
First, many districts (64%) participated only in ESEA Title IV-B; in these

170




districts, the block grant was often administered as if it were an extension |
of that program. Although Chapter 2 has fewer requirements than Title IV-B
in some respects (for example, there are no references to disadvantaged
children in the block grant regulations; the range of purchases under Title
IV-B was more constrained), in many instances it is perceived as comparable
at the locsl level. Second, for some districts, there are counterbalancing
burdens--e.g., less paperwork but more time comsulting wita private
schools. Third, whether or not Chapter 2 bruught changes in what had to be

done, the absolute level of burden under the block grant or the antecedent

programs has usually been so low that respondents perceive little difference
between the two.




XI LOCAL DECISIONMAKING PROCESSES

In this section we describe local decisionmaking processes under
Chapter 2 (in a later section we examine the block grant's effect on local
discretion). We first differentiate the types of decisions involved in
Chapter 2 and examine the relative importance of the different types of
participants that could take part in these dacisions. We then describe the
basic patterns of decisionmaking involved in allocating block grant funds to
different uses, which takes place primarily at the district level, and in
implementing the activities supported by the block grant, which typically
takes place at the school level with varying degrees of input from district
staff

Summary

The analyses reported in this section support the following findinge.
With regard to decisions about the allocation of funds to particular
activities, we found that:

(1) One or a few district-level administrators (e.g., the Chapter 2
coordinator, the superintendent, or a conmittee of some kind)
typically control decisions about the uses of funds; school staff,
school board members, and parents or other community members tend
to have relatively little role in these decisions. There are some
important differences by size of district: teachers and
principals, for example, are more often reported to exert
influence on decisions in smaller districts.

(2) The core decisionmaking group in the district office may involve
others in more of an advisory capacity, but their influence 1is
generally w2ak. Key decisionmakers may, in fact, take steps to
limit the poiential involvement of others in the decisionmaking
process,

(3) Chapter 2-related decisionmaking is generally part of larger,
ongoing processes of making decisions about special programs or
the district's educational programs as a whole. In this respect,
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the block grant is likely to support existing patterns of
influence and participation rather than create new ones.

(4) Important allocation decisions are often made for more than one
year at a time, especially in areas such as computer applications.

With regard to decisions about the implementation of Chepter
2-supported activities, we found that:

(5) Decisions about the implementation of Chapter 2-supported
activities are typically the province of school staff, although
district staff may play an important role in planning, design, or
supervision. A few parents may be included in these kinds of
implementation decisions.

(6) At the level of implementation, participation and influence

patterns are as varied as the activities Chapter 2 supports and
the local arrangements for carrying out instructional programs.

Allocation and Implementation Decisions

When one examines local operations under the block grant firsthand, it
quickly becomes apparent that twc types of decisions are implied: overall
allocation decisions that direct funds to certain uses (e.g., computers
rather than eiementary guidance) and decisions about implementing the
activities that receive block grant support (e.g., which computers do we
buy? where will the computers be located?). The cast of characters and the
kinds of influence they wield differ by type of decision. A Chapter 2
coordiznator in a small Midwestern city described the process in a way that

captures a widespread pattern among districts of all sizes:

When we received notice of the amount of Chapter 2 money, we started a
process with several steps. First, the executive cabinet
[superintendent, assistant superintendent for instruction, business
officer, and several other high-level administrators] looked at it and
we made general decisions.... We talked about educational TV but saw
the computer education need. Secownl, we brought in the special
projects coordinator, who set up a nlanning committee to develop a
plan.... We thought this was the new thing, the wave of the future.
We didn't know for sure until +he committee studied it and developed a
plan. Third, we put it to the Curriculum Committee of the Board, and
through them to the whole Board.
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Chapter 2-related decisions of either type are likely to be part of a
larger, ongoing process of making decisions about the special programs or
the district's educational program as a whole. For example, district
officials tend not to establish distinct Chapter 2 decisionmaking bodies,
but prefer to use existing mechanisms such as a Chapter 1 program advisory
council, a district curriculum planning group, or the superintendent's
cabinet. This has an important implication for the block grant's effects on
discretion: it is likely to support existing patterns of influence and

participation rather than create new ones.

It 18 not unusual for the most important allocation decisions to have
been made early in the implementation of Chapter 2 (e.g., the 1982-83 school
year) and not have changed since, even though some adjustments in the use of
funds may have happened each year. This pattern was especially common in
the case of computer applications, which often spanned the 3 years of the
block graat, as districts gradually acquired a number of computers and
related software and implemented training programs. Some districts
developed elaborate plans to implement computer—-assisted instruction in the
secondary schools during the first year of a multiyear plan, in the middle
schools during the second year, and in the elementary schools during the
third year. The fact that many states operate on a 3 year application cycle
(allowing districts to update the first year's application) also contributes
to the pattern.

Relative Influence of Participants

Mail survey responses, corroborated by on-site observations, allowed us
to assess the relative influence that different categories of participants
wield in lccal decisionmaking about the block grant. To put the discussion
in the context of the many influences on decisions, we note that the
"preferences of district and school staff" are clearly a driving force in
Chapter 2-related decisfons: Chapter 2 coordinators in approximately half
of all districts indicated that this was so (this is the second most
frequently mentioned factor among 12 possible items--gee Blakely and
Stearns, 1986).
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To get a more fine-grained picture of the relative influence of
different types of participants, we asked who played a very important role
1n decisions about block grant funds. The results, displayed in Table XI-1
as a rank ordering among nine participant groups, indicate the following

overall patterns¥*:

. District staff, including administrators and supervisory staff (or
others who may not be termed "administrator”), clearly play a more
important role in Chapter 2 decisionmaking than other types of
participants, with a few exceptions, across all categories of
districts. Superintendents are especially important in the smallest
districts (where they are often, in effect, the Chapter 2
coordinator); conversely, there are few other officials in these
districts and they thus a-e less likely to play an important role.

. School staff (principals, teachers) appear to play an increasingly
important role as one progresset down the district size continuum.
Not surprisingly, in the smallest districts, which typically consist
of one or two schools with little administrative superstructure at
"district level,” teachers or principals tend to be most frequently
mentioned.

. School board members are reported to exert .. important influence on
Chapter 2 decisions infrequently, across all sizes of district.

. Parents and other community members appear to have an important role
in decisionmaking in relatively few districts, as well; parents are
more frequently reported to be iuvolved than other community groups,
including school board members.

The rankings in Table XI-1 give only a rough approximation of the role
these types of participants play in decisionmaking. Responses probably
refer to decisionmaking about both allocation of funds and implementation of
the resulting activities (the mail survey item did not distinguish the
two). Thus, although teachers and principals appeared to be heavily

*

Rank ordering is based on the percentage of districts that indicated each
type of participant had a very important role in Chapter 2-related
decisionmaking. Percentages are left out of the table because, based on
site visit data, they appear consistently to overstate the impnrtance of
many role groups; however, the relative frequency among participant types
corresponds fairly closely to what we observed on-site.
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Table XI-1

RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPANTS
BASED ON HOW FREQUENTLY THEY WERE SAID TO HAVE
A "VERY IMPORTANT INFLUENCE" ON CHAPTER 2-RELATED DECISIONS

District staff School staff Community
School Civic
District Size Ch, 2 Other board groups/ Other
(Enrollment) Supt. coord. officials Principals Teachers members Parents buginesses comm.
Very large 2 3 1 4 5 7 6 9 8
(25,000 or wmore)
Urban 2 3 1 4 6 7 5 8 9
Suburban 2 6 1 5 3 7 4 9 8
Large 4 2 1 5 3 7 6 9 8
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 3 1 4 2% 2% 6 5 8 7
g (2,500 to 9,999)
~
Small 1% 3 5 2 1= 6 4 8 7
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 1 3 7 4 2 5 6 9 8

(under 600)

All districts

®
Tied rackings: that 1is, the same percentage of districts indicated that these two groups played a very important
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involved in decisionmaking, their role in overall allocation decisions is
not great in most cases, whereas their role in school-level implementation

decisions is substantial, especially in smaller districts.

The following analyses explore the role and interaction of these
participant groups in the two kinds of decisionmaking, drawing heavily on
what we learned during site visits.

On the basis of these analyses, it will be apparent that a few
participant types exercise considerable influence over allocation decisions,
while most others participate in a more peripheral way. Implementation
decisions are generally the province of school staff, with varying degrees
of input from the district office, depending on the general locus of control
within the district.

Making Decisions About the Allocation of Chapter 2 Funds

Almost by definition, the federal programs coordinator or Chapter 2
coordinator is at the center of allocation decisions.® Frequently, one or
two others join the Chapter 2 coordinator as central players in allocation
decisions--the superintendent (or relevant assistant superintendent), the
Chapter 2 coordinator's immediate superior (e.g., the federal programs
manager in larger districts), or other district staff with a particular
interest in block grant funding. It is usual for these individuals to use a
high-level group such as the superintendent's cabinet as the principal forum
for considering possibilities. Some examples illustrate three common

patterns of district-level participation in Chapter 2 decisions:

. One-person show. In many districts, especially in smaller or
mediun-sized ones, a single individual is the driving force behind
allocation decisions. In some cases it is the superintendent (or

*The fact that "Chapter 2 coordinator” was not ranked more frequently as
very important probably reflects a response bias. Chapter 2 coordinators,
who filled out the questionnaire, probably underestimated their own
significance in the decisionmaking process.
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assistant superintendent) who sees Chapter 2 dollars as an
opportunity to set a particular program in motion or otherwise
contribute to a high-priority activity. More often, the Chapter 2
coordinator, by virtue of position and administrative assignment
(which may derive from an antecedent program responsibility), exerts
primary control over these decisions and other aspects of the
decisionmaking process--for example, who is kept informed about the
availability amount of block grant funds.

. District-level insiders' group. Typically through informal
consultation, the Chapter 2 coordinator and several other key
administrators--some with responsibility for federal and state
programs, others (perhaps including the superintendent) with
responsibility for the administration of the district's core
instructional program--discuss possibilities for the use of the
funds and arrive at some consensus among themselves; they
subsequently "sell” the idea to others, whose acquiescence is
necessary for the idea to be realized.

+ Districtwide committee. In some instances, a powerful districtwide
committee speaks for Chapter 2 funds and effectively gains control
over them. We saw this moct dramatically illustrated in the case of
committees set up under one or another antecedent program, as in the
case of a districtwide librarians' committee in a suburban
Midwestern district described by one coemmittee member as follows:
"The 1ibrarians are very possessive about their Chapter 2 money in
this district. They would be extremely agitatcd if the district
would choose to put the funds into other areas. The district would
have a mutiny on its hands.” (The Chapter 2 coordinator had
suggested other uses but gave in to the librarfans' pressure.)

The nucleus of district-level decisionmakers might or might not involve
others, depending on existing traditions and mechanisms of decisionmaking or
the internal politics of the district. As often as not, we found evidence
that the core group attempts to limit participation in thase decisions, for
fear of losing control of the process. These decisionmikers typically are
well aware of the wide range of potential uses for block grant funds but do
not wish to go through a protracted process of considering all
possibilities, preferring instead to focus more quickly on a few options
they consider most important. Centralized control of decisfonmaking (at
least for allocationr decisions) also seems to be associated with those
districts that used block grant funds to stimulate innovstions. A
superintendent described his interest in the block grant in these terms: "I
can use these funds to get things going. I put out the original idea, but

leave the implementation to district administrators.”




The Role of School Staff in Allocation Decisions

We found relatively little evidence that school staff are consulted
extensively about how to allocate the block grant funds, even though a
teacher or principal is often a member of the relevant district planning
committee. There is, however, considerable difference by size category: in
smaller districts with only a few schools, school staff tend to play a more
significant role. The more usual scenarios resembled the following
situation described by a principal in a large district located in a small
Midwestern city:

"You know, I have this question. Why did the district decide on
computers versus staff development? Probably, what happens: someone
is in the right place at the right time. I'm not complaining, but we
don't always look at all options. [With this decision] I got the
feeling the decision had been made. No one asked me: hey, what do you
want done with this block grant money?”

Telephone survey data, which focused on selected Chapter 2-supported
programs at the school level (remedial, gifted-and-talented, and computer
applications), suggests that a third to half of these schools felt no
involvemert in decisions about Chapter 2 funds, while most others felt that
the decisions were "joint,” as shown in Table XI-2 on the next page. (Note
that these data do not differentiate allocation from implementation
decisions. Had we done so, the percentage of schools perceiving that

decisions were made at the district level probably would increase.)

Further data from the telephone survey provide a more detailed picture
of the way school staff participate in the consultation process under
Chapter 2. Only a third of our respondents (mostly principals) indicated
that they or their staff were members of a district planning or advisory
committee for Chapter 2, as shown in Table XI-3, while three-fifths
participated in a districtwide needs assessment to decide how Chapter 2
funds should be used. Interviews suggest that this kind of participation is
often fairly informal--for example, re~ponding to a question at a monthly
principals’' meeting--as are the "sther discussions with the district about
how Chapter 2 funds should be used” that four-fifths of the school
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Table XI-2

SCHOOL-LEVEL PERCEPTIONS OF THE LOCUS OF DECISIONMAKING
FOR SELECTED CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED PROGRAMS

Percent of schools that indicate Chapter 2
decisions are made at...

Type of Program «++School ...Distiict
(Number of Schools Surveyed) Level _ Level ...Jointly
Gifted and talented (n = 79)* 6% 47% 47% (100%)
Remedial (n = 83)* 9 31 60 (100%)
Computer applications (n = 90)* 13 30 57 (100%)

%
Sample sizes were not large enough to make national estimates; however,
schools were chosen randomly to reflect major variations in the mail
survey sample. See appendix.

respondents reported having. Consultation can be extensive within schools,
for example, the needs assessments conducted by some of our respondents to
decide how school-level Chapter 2 funds (e.g., for the library) should be
used--but here, the assessment processes were most often informal and had to
do with the details of implementation rather than the initial decision to

pursue ome activity or another.

The Role of the School Board

Typically, school board members ar: not active participants in the
district-level decisionmaking related to Chapter 2. Few of the schocl board

members we intervi.wed, for example, had detailed knowledge of what



TABLE XI-3

SCHOOL STAFF ROLE IN CHAPTER 2 DECISIONMAKING
FOR SELECTED ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED BY THE BLOCK GRANT

Percentage of schools usinj; Chapter 2 funds to support
Computer Gifted &
appliczations talented Remedial Total
Respondent Has:* (n = 96**) (n = 90%*) (n = 87*%) (n = 273*%)

Been a member of a 30 27 38 32
district planning or

advisory committee for

Chapter 2

Participated in a 60 55 67 61
district-wide needs

assessment for the

purpose of deciding how

Chapter 2 funds should

be used

Conducted a needs 62 57 70 63
assessment in the

school for the purpose

of deciding how Chapter 2

funds should be used

Had other discussion 81 75 81 79
with the district about

how Chapter 2 funds

should be used

%
Respondents were mostly principals, or else were within-school
coordinators of the activity in question.

%
Number of schools is in parentheses. Sample sizes were not large enough
to make national estimates; however, schools were chosen randomly to
reflect major variations in the mail survey sample. See Appendix D.
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Chapter 2 funds supported; some were not sure what Chapter 2 was (it was not
unusual for interviewees to have been briefed on Chapter 2 by district
office staff prior to our site visit). As the mail survey findings
presented in Table XI-4 suggest, the board's role was generally to approve
recommendations brought to it by district administrators or else just to be
informed about what Chapter 2 was being used for. In only a small

proportion of districts did board members debate the uses of funds.

Comments from the district officials and board members we interviewed
evplain the pattern. A board president in a z:burban district spoke for
many districts as she described her board's relationship to Chapter 2:

As for our involvement with Chapter 2, the only thing is the
application each year. It comes as a recommendation to us to approve.
Thee was never an instance to say what should go into the
pregram...the Board does not really have much input. We think that's
why we hire our top administrators.... People are not much concerned
with 1little pots of money.

Making Decisions About the Implemeutation of Chapter 2-Supported Activities

Implementation patterns under the block grant are far more varied than
allocation decisions, affording many more opportunities for some kind of
input from school staff or parents. The manner of implementing Chapter 2
depends on the activities supported by the block grant. The diversity of
these activities and the profound differences in district population
(reflecting size of district, setting, student population) mean that the
arrangements for carrying out Chapter 2 take many forms, often within the
same district. Some typical examples capture the range of implementation

arrangements and the ways in which various participants might be involved:

« Support for libraries and media centers. Librarians or media center
directors are the key participants in the implementation of this
kind of activity. Parents can volunteer to work in libraries and,
by so doing, have the opportunity to influence the way Chapter 2
funds contribute to the library's collection.
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Table XI-4

SCHOOL BOARD'S ROLE IN CHAPTER 2 DECISIONMAKING

Percentage of districts in which the school board...

Approved Received
budgets for information
Debated Chapter 2 about Chapter 2
District Size the uses of programs/ programs
(Enrollment) Chapter 2 funds purchases purchases
Very large 18 91 85
(25,000 or more)
Urben 18 91 86
Suburban 18 91 86
Large 13 79 94
(10,000 to 24,599)
Medium 14 76 86
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 10 64 82
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 18 63 77
(under 600)
All districts 14 67 81

184

_lv




Computer applications. Computer hardware or software purchases made

with Chapter 2 funds and their subsequent use typically are guided
by district and school-level committees composed of interested
teachers and administrators. Teachers that are particularly
interested in computers (e.g., elementary learning center
coordinators, junior high mathematics teachers) typically take the
lead in developing the actual applications. Parents may advise on
computer purchases (1f they are knowledgeable) or may tutor students
in computer labs.

Curriculum development. Chapter 2 funds support various linds of
curriculum improvement efforts, typically carried out by small
writ.p; teams composed i selected teachers and district curriculum
supervisors. Parents' advice might be sought in the design of
curricula, for example, as draft curricula are bel, reviewed and
revised.

As these examples show, school staff (and sometimes staff from the

district level) tend to have more significant input than other types of

participants into implementation decisions, principally because most

activitie:: supported by the block grant are carried out in the school.
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XII PARENT AND CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN DECISIONMAKING*

Federal legislation and guidelines explicitly encourage districts to
consult systematically with parents about the uses of block grant funds and
to involve them in the design and implementation of activities supported by
Chapter 2., Federal guidance also encourages districts to make information.
This section will examine the extent to which the legislative intent is
reflected in district actions, parent (or citizen) participation, and
community influence on program-related decisionmaking. As the findings in
the preceding section suggest, parents and other citizens are not heavily
involved in the local Chapter 2 decisionmaking process in most districts.
We explore below the various forms that involvement takes and the

explanations for districts' actions and parents' response.

Summary

The analyses reported in this section support the following findings.
First, regarding what district3 do to encourage parents or citizens to
participate in Chapter 2 decisionmaking or to inform them about Chapter 2,

we found that:

(1) Presentation of Chapter 2 plans at a school board meeting is the
most commonly reported form of "consultation” with parents and the
commurity (used in approvimately two-thirds of all districts),
followed by use of an existing advisory committee (in nearly
two-fifths of all districts, PTA meetings (in approxim=tely
one-quarter of distrizts), and "consultation with individuals” (in
approximately one-fifth)., Chapter 2-related issues are typically
a minor part of the agenda for one or several meetings.

(2) Approximately one-fifth of all districts have set up a committee
or advisory group specifically for Chapter 2.

(3) Where districts try to involve parents in more different ways, the
level of parent involvement tends to be higher (this result may

*
This section is adapted from another report from the National Study
(Blakely and Stearns, (1986)
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reflect the effect of district actions, parent and citizen
advocacy, or both).

Second, our findings about districts' efforts to inform parents or

citizens about Chapter 2 parallel those concerning consultation mechanisms:

(4) Districts tend to invest relatively little in efforts to inform
the public about Chapter 2 and what it supports in the district.
Approximstely half of all districts make budget information or
Chapter 2 applications available to interested poarents or
citizens; a smaller percentage provide evaluations, newsletters,
or information about students served, though these communication
devices tend to concentrate on the longer programs to which
Chapter 2 contributes.

(5) Districts that make information available are more likely to have
parents or citizens involved. The more types of information they
provide, the more likely parents will be actively involved.

Third, regarding explanations for district actions, we found that:

(6) District actions to involve parents tend to be limited, due to:

(a) The small amounts of money,

(b) Precedents established under antecedent programs,

(c) District philosophy about relations with the community,
(d) Lack of explicit federal regulations, and

(e) Inattention by the state.

Fourth, our analysis of parent or citizen participation in

decisionmaking suggested that:

(7) Parents and citizens tend not to be heavily involved in formal
Chapter 2 decisionmaking processes, particularly in smaller
districts, not do they typically seek to participate in these
processes. Parents tend to be more active in larger districts,
especially the largest surburban ones. where more money is
involved, and also where controversy, programa changes, antecedent
program traditions, and a higher community socioecon.aic level
encourage active participation.

(8) Among districts in which parents or citizens do take an active
part in block grant decisionmaking, no one kind of group seems to
predominate: Chapter 2 coordinators report that poor parents, for
example, are as often represented as affluent ones.

Fifth, regarding the factors affecting patterns of involvement, we

found that:
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(9) The generally low level of involvement can be traced to a series
of factors (they parallel the explanations for district actions
above) including:

(a) The relatively small amount of funds, especially in smaller
districts,

(b) Local officials' perception that citizens are satisfied with
current programs and feel no need to become involved,

(c) The fact that program goals did not change much from
antecedent prograsms, especially in larger districts,

(d) The general lack of pubnlic interesting in, or awareness of,
Chapter 2 (as perceived by Chapter 2 coordimators),
especially in smaller districts.

(e) The small (or lack of) investment in parent involvement by
the district, due to its belief that this would not be
helpful, would be more effort than it was worth, would raise
comnunity expectations unrealistically, or would be difficult
to do.

Finally, regarding the influence of parents and citizens on Chapter 2

decisions, we found that:

(10) For the most part, there was little evidence that parents directly
influenced Chapter 2 decisions. However, they do have some
indirect influence on these decisions. Community preferences, for
example, appear to be a major decisionmaking factor in
approximately a quarter of all districts—more so in larger
districts, especially the largest suburban districts.

(11) To accommodate commurity preferences, district decisionmakers
apparently use Chapter 2 funds to address salient concerns voiced
by community members, but not typically on the basis of a
systematic review of these concerns. District decisionmakers do
not (or cannot) attend to all community interests.

District Actions to Solicit Parent or Citizen Input in

the Local Chapter 2 Decisionmaking Process

Districts interpret requirements for "systematic consultation”
differently. As a consequence, the methods used to involve parents and

other citizens in the local Chapter 2 decisionmaking process vary
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considerably across districts. As can be seen in Table XII-1, by far the
most prevalent method of soliciting parent and citizen input is through
school board meetings. Case study data suggests that this mechanism offers
little opportunity for "comsultation” of any kind (a fa~t anticipated by
federal nonregulatory guidance, which suggests that this is not a
satisfactory way of consulting with parents) At such a meeting, district
administrators typically present the district's Chapter 2 application and
summarize the plan for using the funds; community members attending the
meeting may have aopportunity for comment, but not a chance for significant
input into the decisionmaking process. (Section XI has already demonstrated
the generally limited role of school boards in Chapter 2 affairs.) PTA
meetings, used in approximately a fifth of all districts, resemble school

board meetings as a vehicle for soliciting advice from parents.

Table XV-1

MECHANISMS FOR CONSULTING WITH PARENTS AND CITIZENS
REGARDING CHAPTER 2 DECISIONMAKING

Percent of

Method of Conmsultation all districts
School board meetings 62
Existing advisory committee

(created before Chapter 2) 37
Consultation with individuals 26

PTA meetings 22
Chapter 2 advisory committee 21

Parent or community survey 9

Other consultation mechanism 6

No consu.tation 11




Approximately a fifth of districts (21%) create parent/citizen

advisory committees specifically for Chapter 2. These groups obvious
focus more directly and centrally on issues related to Chapter 2, but
case study evidence suggests that meetings of these committees are not
always well attended. More typically, Chapter 2 is added to the agenda
of existing parent/citizen advisory committees, for example, parent
advisory councils set up for the Chapter 1 program, districtwide
curriculum committees, or advisory groups set up under antecedent
programs. Chapter 2 matters tend to be a relatively small part of

concerns addressed by these groups.

Districts often do more than one thing to involve parents. The more
avenues open to parent and citizen input, the more likely it is that
parents and citizens actively seek to be, and become, involved in the

decisionmaking process as shown ir Table XII-2).

Table XII-2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NUMBER OF DIFFERENT CONSULTATION
MECHANISMS AND PARENT OR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

Number of different Percent of districts reporting ...

consultation methods

used by the district to Parents not Parents
involve parents or citizens actively involved actively involved
0 100 0
1-2 88 12
3-5 75 25
6 -7 43 57

*The questionnaire item permitted respondents to check as many of

the following mechanisms as applied: community survey, Chapter 2
committee, PTA meetings, existing advisory committee, conmsultation with
individuals, school board meetings, and other consultation.

The degree of active involvement reesulted from splitting a four-point
scale at the midpoint.
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The pattern suggested by the table 18 not necessarily a one-way
relationship. The number of mechanisms used by the district may be as much

a result, as a cause, of the active involvement of parents or citizens.

District Actions to Inform the Public About Chapter 2

Our findings about districts' efforts to inform the public about
Chapter 2 and what it is supporting poarallel the patterns just described
for mechanisms of consultation. Our analyses of this topic, presented wmore
fully in another report (see Blakely and Stearns, 1986), can be summarized

as follows:

. Approximately half of all districts make Chapter 2 applications or
budget information available to the public. ("Making information
available” did not necessarily imply an active process; rather, it
often meant "being willing to share information when requested.) A
smaller proportion—-between one-quarter and one-third--provide
evaluations, newsletters, or informetion on students to interested
parents or community members. Larger districts are more likely to
make available some kinds of information about Chapter 2 and what it
supports.

. Information about Chapter 2 and what it supports is often part of
communication to the public about larger programs to which the block
grant contributes.

. Districts that make information available to the public about
Chapter 2 and what it supports are more likely to have parents
actively involved in decisionmaking. A similar pattern applies to
districts that make more types of information available to the
public.

Explanations for District Actions

The overall pattern is this: districts tend to invest little effort in
consulting with parents or in informing them about Chapter 2 and what 1t
supports. Five factors appeared most responsible for this overall pattern

(see Blakely and Stearns, 1986, for more detail on these):

. Small amount of funding. Chapter 2 funding (between 7 and 9 dollars
per pupil) is perceived as a small grant, and therefore, not worth
the effort of consulting with the community.
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. Precendents established under antecedent programs. Most districts
did not have programs such as ESAA, Teacher Corps, or ESEA, Title II
(Basic Skills Improvement) that encouraged active parent involvement
through elected councils or other means. Instead, they made
decisions avout the federal funds without advice from the community
and see no need of this advice under the block grant.

. District Philosophy. Many district administrators believe that
parents or other citizens do not belong in the district's
decisionmaking process ( afeeling that is often shared by community
members), for various reasons, discussed later in this section.

- Lack of explicit regulations. The fact that ECIA did not require
any particular form of parent involvement was taken as permission by
some districts to drop existing advisory groups and by others as a
message that little effort was needed in this area.

- Inattention by the state. The involvement of parents does not
appear to be a matter emphasized in state monitoring (where this
exists) or guidelines.

Extent and Nature of Parent and Citizen Involvement

As the pattern of findings about consultation mechanisms and efforts to
inform the public may suggest, the level of parent or citizen involvement in
the district decisionmaking process concerning the use of Chapter 2 funds is
generally low. Survey results on parents seeking involvement, on the kinds
of people involved in Chapter 2 decisions, and on participant groups
influencing decisions (summarized in Section %X1), although varying by

district size, consistently show low levels of parent or citizen involvement.

Survey data regarding the extent to which parents or other citizens are
actively involved in Chapter 2 decisionmaking shows the basic pattern across
district size categories. As Table XII-3 shows the generally low level of
active participation in the decisionmaking process decreases as district
enrollment gets smaller. The most active involvement occurs in very large
suburban districts; the least active, in very small districts (almost all of

which are located in small rural communities or sparsely populated counties).

Based on survey and case study data, larger districts appear to be

responsive to some local constituency groups and generally involving




selected parents and citizens in Chapter 2 program decisijns more often than
smaller districts. However, smaller districts typically administer programs
of relatively small dollar amounts and often face a situation in which
p.cents seem less inclined to be directly involved in the district

decisionmaking process.

Although thelr level or participation varies by district size, the
types of parents or citizens involved in the decisionmaking process do not
vary by the segment of the community they represent or by district size.
Parents representing particular ethnic groups are slightly more likely to be
involved in the Chapter 2 decisionmaking process in very large districts
where they are active, the affluent, the poor, those representing particular
constituent groups or antecedent programs seem equally likely to be
participants in the process and their rates of involvement do not vary
considerably by district enrollment. This does not imply that districts are
equally attentive to the needs of all these groups, especially in the more
heterogeneous districts with many needs. Typically, district uses of

Chapter 2 funds may respond to one or two salient special needs, at most.

Analyses reported in another report from the National Study (Blakely
and Stearns, 1986) indicates that on the whole parents and citizen groups
have not sought an active role in Chapter 2-related affairs, although there
are important variations by district size. Specifically, we found that:

. Parents and citizens typically do not seek active involvement. Only
14% of all districts report that active involvement was sought;
however, the perceutage is higher in larger districts, especially
the largest suburban districts (enrollments exceeding 25,000), where
it was 40%.

. The factors that stimulate parents to seek (and attain) an active
role in Chapter 2 decisionmaking include geographic concentration of
the community, antecedent program advisory patterns, the size of the
Chapter 2 grant, the degree of controversy over programs supported
by Chapter 2, major changes in funding under the block grant, and

the general socioeconomic and educational l:vel of the community.




Tabie XII-3

DEGREE TO WHICH PARENTS ARE ACTIVELY INVOLVED
IN CHAPTER 2 DECISIONMAKING, BY DISTRICT SIZE

Median index of parent Percent of districts

Size of District Ir- “vement* (values Reporting that parents
(Enrollment) range from 0 to 9 are actively involved
Very large 1.9 31
(25,000 or more)
Urban 2.0 25
Suburban 1.9 40
Large 1.5 15

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 1.6 18
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 1.3 15
(600 to 2,499)

Very small 1.0 11
(under 600)

All districts 1.3 14

*x
Index of parent involvement summed and questionnaire items that indicated
different ways in which parents or citizens could participate in Chapter
2-related matters. Maximum value was 9. See Blakely and Stearns, 1986.

Factors Affecting Patterns of Involvement

Mail survey responses summarize succinctly the major factors that
explain the general lack of public involvemen*. The most commoa response

was that award amounts were too small to evoke much public interest,
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especially in the smaller districts as can be seen in Table XII-4.

Approximately three-quarters of the very small districts (which received
several thousand dollars a year under Chapter 2, on average) indicated that
the small size of Chapter 2 grants affected the interest of parents and
citizens in Chapter 2 decisions and the district's motivation to involve
them. By contrast, only a third of the largest districts (which received

several hundred thousand dollars a year on average) indicated the same.

Larger districts, on the otner hand, tended to cite parent/citizen
satisfaction with current district policies regarding the use of Chapter 2
funds and the fact that program goals did not change. Because they tended
to lose funds in the transition from antecedent categorical programs to
Chapter 2, as described in Section II, larger districts were often unable to
consider many alternatives other than to cut existing programs while trying
to retain as many services as possible. Smaller districts, which typically
received an increase in funds, were in a position to use the funds to

address new goals.

Chapter 2 coordinators frequently perceive the level of interest in and
awareness of, Chapter 2 to be low and cite this is a reason for little
parent or citizen involvement in approximately a quarter to two-fifths of
all districts. Site visits made it clear that the level of community
interest and awareness derives in part from the amount of funding and the
lack of visible identity for the blc:k grant, which is not aimed at any
particular need or target group. District actions probably contribute as
well, to the situation: community members are unlikely to be aware of
Chapter 2 if district staff do little to consult witl them or inform them.

In a similar vein, the self-reported percentage (14%) of districts
indicating that their own lack of effort contributed to the low levels of
parent participation under estimates the importance of this factor.
District officials we interviewed on site were typically candid ahout the
matter, such as one Superintendent who said, "why haven't we gotten parents
involved in Chapter 2? Probably we haven't gone out and gotten them.”

Intecrviewees gave various reasons for their (lack of) efforts, among them:
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» Fear of raising community expectations beyond the limits of the
resources Chapter 2 provides.

+ A belief that parental advice would not be helpful or eductionally
sound .

« Confusion about who the district should consult, given that block
grant funds could be used for almost any aspect of the instructional
program.,

. An expectation (based on nxperience with other federal programs)
thai che response from parents would be poor, no matter how hard the
district tried.

Influence of Parents and Citizens on Chapter 2 Decisions

Although parents and citizens have not been heavily involved as
participants in the formal Chapter 2 decisionmaking process and have not
directly influenced decisions in most districts, there is evidence from both
the mail survey and site visits. that parents have some indirect influence
on local Chapter 2 program decisions. "Community preferences” was the
fourth most frequently cited factor affecting district decisions (28% of all
districts) out of 12 possibilities, including factors such as increases or
decreases in funds, the desire to continue antecedent programs, or the
overall educational priorities of the district. Site visit data indicates
that district decisionmakers are often responsive to a vocal segment of the

community as they decide what to do with block grant funds.

The kind of community preferences to which district decisionmakers
listen tend to be salient concerns expressed about the district's

educational program as a whole. For example,

« In a small rural community, parents were vocal about the need for
more remediation when a new state mandate prohibited promoting
students who failed the state competency tests. Here, Chapter 2
funds were used to beef up the Chapter 1 reading program.

+ In one large midwestern district, the presence of high—-technology
industry and the upwardly mobile suburban population employed by it
influenced the local district's decisions regarding the use of
Chapcer 2 funds to promote the introduction of microcomputers into
the classroom.
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Table XII-4
DISTRICTS' EXPLANATIONS FOR LACK OF PARENT AND CITIZEN

INVOLVEMENT IN CHAPTER 2 DECISIONMAKING,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percent of districts indicating reason

Award Citizens Program Low LEA didn't
amount satisfied goals public encourage
Size of District too with did not interest/ public
{Enrollment) small programs change awareness involvement
Very large 33 62 58 27 12
(25,000 or more)
Urban 36 50 70 25 14
Suburban 29 77 41 30 8
Large 41 70 54 37 16
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 57 66 48 28 9
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 55 56 38 32 15
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 77 51 30 39 16

(under 600)

All districts



The proportion of districts citing community influence as an important
Chapter 2 decisionmaking factor was greater in larger districts thanm in
smaller districts, as demonstrated in Table XII-5). Noneiheless, in small
districts the school system is oftem such a focal point of the entire
community that some indirect influence naturally occurs, at least regarding

general educational priorities.

Table XII-5

COMMUNITY PREFERENCES AS A FACTOR
INFLUENCING LOCAL USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percent of districts reporting
community preferences

District Size as a very important factor in
(Enrollment) Chapter 2 Decisionmaking
Very large 41
(25,000 or more)
Urban 33
Suburban 50
Large 37

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 36
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 28
(600 to 2,499)

Very small 23
(Under 600)

All districts 28




XIII LOCAL EVALUATION

One type of local administrative activity under the¢ hlock grant——

evaluation--is noticeably more problematic than others (except for the

administration of services for private school students, discussed in Section

XVI). Local evaluation is not required by Chapter 2; however, districts

nust keep records that may be required of them for evaluative purposes by

stat> education agencies (SEAs). In practice, SEAs determine how much or

how little evaluation districts must do under the block graant. Beyond that,

what districts do to evaluate Chapter 2 reflects local traditions and

beliefs in the value of this activity.

We review in this gection our findings about the extent and nature of

local evaluation under Chapter 2 and the audiences for it, followed by a

discussion of the factors that influence districts' evaluation efforts.

Summa

Our findings in this section can be summarized as follows. First,

regarding the nature and extent of Chapter 2 evaluation and the audiences
for it, we found that:

(1)

(2)

Formal evaluation of some or all of the uses of the Cha~ter 2
funds is relatively unusual (respondents in only a tenti of aii
districts reported, for example, that they formally evaluate all
of their uses of these funds). More typically, districts collect
simple statistics about participants and purchases (in
approximately two-fifths of all districts) or gather informal
feedback for internal use only un activities supported by the
block grant (in 88% of all districts).

Structured evaluation of block grant support is more likely to be

done in larger districts (which have more to evaluate and more
resources or expertise to do it with).
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(3) The demand for evaluative information at the local level is not
extensive. Chapter 2 coordinators in a quarter of all districts
indicate that nobody has expressed an interest in this
information. Elsewhere, the most frequently mentioned audiences
are the superintendent and the state department of education, each
in 44% of all districts. Interest among parents, other community
members, and private school officials is generally low. Where
audience interest is more extensive, districts are more likely to
formally evaluate Chapter 2.

Secvnd, regarding our analyses of influences on local Chapter 2
evaluations, we identified five factors, in addition to the interest
expressed by various audiences, that shape what districts do to evaluate

their uses of Chapter 2 and how they do it:

(4) District administrators take their cue from state requests for
evaluative information (as required by ECIA law). These
requirements vary considerably acrcss states, from those that ask
for evaluation designs as part of the district's application for
funds to those that require nothing.

(5) Local traditions about the value of evaluation and the appropriate
approaches to it partially determine how much districts will
invest in this activity.

(6) The amount of resources availuble to districts from Chapter 2 (or
elsewhere) affects perceptions of the importance of evaluation and
the wherewithal to carry it out. (Only the larges: districts use
Chapter 2 funds for evaluation in significant numbars; a quarter
of them do so).

(7) The availability of expertise makes a difference, too: Local
staff often feel they lack expertise in evaluation, especially in
smaller districts, and consequently do not carry out evaluations.

(8) From the perspective of many local administrators, certain types
of block grant support (e.g., for materials or equipment
acquisition) are less susceptible to evaluation than others and
consequently are not evaluated, because these administrators do
not believe it is possible or meaningful to do so.

The Nature of Local Evaluation and the Audiences for It

As Table XIII-1 shows, formal evaluation of scme or all of the
activities supported by Chapter 2 is relatively unusual. Fewer than a
quarter of all districts nationwide engage in formal efforts, and only
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Table XIII-1
EVALUATION OF ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED BY CHAPTER 2, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT
Percentage of districts in each size category
that evaluate their use of Chapter 2 funds by...
Gathering Collecting
informal simple
feedback statistics Conducting formal
on uses describing evaluations of...
District Size of the purchases or
(Enroliment) funds participants Some uses All uses
Very large 78 70 48 24
(25,000 or more)
Urban 69 67 57
Suburban 88 14 38
Large 79 62 41
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 86 60 34
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 88 47 23
(600 to 2,499)
Very small 91 26 5
(under 600)
All districts 88 42 19
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one-tenth formally evaluate all uses of Chapter 2. More typically,

districts simple statistics are collected about participauts or purchases
(in approximately two-fifths of all districts) or informal feedback gathered
on Chapter 2-supported activities {in almost nine-tenths of all districts).
Districts typically gather information for their own internal purposes
through conversations between the Chapter 2 coordinators and school staff,
principals’' meetings, or meetings of relevant district committees. The
other, more formal, approaches to evaluation usually result in some form of
document (e.g., a report to the school board, an annual evaluation report
for the SEA) that can be shared with various audiences inside and outside
the district. By contrast, in smaller districts, when we asked on-site how,
for example, additional library purchases or new middle-school computers

were being evaluated, we often got blark stares.

Across all districts, Chapter 2 coordinators tend not to perceive
widespread demand for local evaluative information about Chapter 2-supported
activities, as Table XIII-2 indicates. The general interest in evaluation
of Chapter 2 is low, especially by parents, other community members, ot
private school officials. The two most frequent audiences are the
superintendent and the state education agency. The interest these two
audiences have in evaluation ranges from genuine curiosity in the usefulness
of block grant funding to support for evaluation as a bureaucratic ritual.
This could lead to anomalies, as in the case of one state we visited where
the SEA requires districts to conduct and submit a yearly evaluation but
does not read them; SEA staff believe the exercise is for the districts' own
good. In the three districts wz visited within the state, however, district
staff believe that they are doing the evaluation only to satisfy a state
requirement and consequently make no use of the evaluation results

themselves.

Nonetheless, the table suggests that where there is interest among a
variety of audience3 in some kird of evaluative information, districts
respond in kind. For example, in districts which collect simple statistics

on purchases and participants, sciicol board members, district school staff,

and parents have more frequently indicated a desire for this information
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Table XIII-2

AUDIENCES FOR LOCAL EVALUATION OF CHAPTER 2-SUPPORTED ACTIVITIES

Percentage indicating that each audience has expressed an
interest in Chapter 2 evaluations among...

Districts that Districts that
collect simple do formal evaluations
All statistics on uses of all uses
Audiences districts of funds of funds
District Level
School board 30 37 43
Superintendent 44 48 68
Other district
administrators 20 24 27
School Level
Principals 26 31 37
Teachers 27 27 36
Community
Parents 11 17 28
Other community
members 3 2 7
Other
State department
of education 44 51 65
Private school
officials 2 2 2
Others 2 4 2
Nobody has
expressed
interest in
evaluation 25 18 12
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than in other districts. VYurthermore, the more that audiences of all kinds
expreas an interest in evaluations the more likely that the district does

formal Chapter 2 evaluations.

Influences on lLocal Evaluation

In addition to the interest in evaluation expressed by the audiences
mentioned above, our analyses suggest that five factors shape districts'

approaches to evaluation under the educatior block grant:

. State requirements

. Local "climate” for evaluation

. The availability of resources for evaluation

. The availability of local evaluation expertise

. Beliefs about the feasibility of evaluating Chapter 2 support for
certain types of educational activities.

First, and probably most important, districts take their cue from the
state education agency, which, in accordance with ECIA law and regulatioms,
may require evaluative information from the district. In some states this
takes the form of a simple questionnaire, for example, soliciting numbers of
participants or attitudes about the block grant's usefulness. Other SEAs
ask districts to propose an evaluation design as part of their applications
for funds, but leave each district to devise its own approach to evaluation,
on the theory that the spirit of the block grant implies flexibility im
evaluation as in other areas of local operations. Still other states,
believing that evaluation constitutes an unnecessary burdem on the local
level, require little or no evaluation of their districts. Districts, on
their part, interpret this approach as a signal that the state doesn't care

or else that evaluation is unimportant.

Second, regardless of what the state requires under the block grant,
most districts have, by now, developed a basic posture toward evaluating
federal programs, through long experience with those that preceded Chapter 2

or other programs such as Chapter 1 (formerly Title I). This posture is
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another important determinant of whether and how districts evaluate

Chapter 2. In some districts, staff believe in the idea of evaluation; they
see it as important to do for interpal review of programs or as a way

of responding to local constituencies. These staff are likely to devise
some relatively formal means, such as surveys, for gathering data on what
they are doing with Chapter 2 funds. More often, districts see formal
evaluation as a waste of time, preferring to use existing communication
channels as a means of "informal feedback.” A Chapter 2 coordinator in one

large Southern district stated the case in strong terms:

"I wish you hadn't asked [about evaluation].... We could save a lot of
money if we put it all into programs. I would rather see it g0 to the
kids. We're spencing too much on evaluation, especially when we pay
for audits, which is indirectly part of evaluation.... Evaluations are
given to staff, the Board, or to the Advisory Committee we then had.

As far as I can remember, I never heard a board member say, "what
you're doing 1s in question.” Eventually [the evaluations] find their
way into the trash.”

Third, as the quote indicates, formal evaluation of any kind takes
resources. Districts often feel they have little to spare for this task.
In most districts the Chapter 2 vearly grant is relatively small to begin
with and tends to be divided up among a number of uses. This fact
contributes to a perception that block grant funds are not sufficient to
allocate to evaluation. Only the largest districts, as Table XIII-3
indicates, are likely to put Chapter 2 funds into evaluation. (These funds
are not always used for evaluating Chapter 2; for example, in one large
district we visited, $50,000 in block grant funds had gone to the purchase
of up-to—date computer equipment for use in all aspec:s of the evaluation
unit's activities.) More often, local (or other federal) funds cover the

time and expense of collecting data about Chapter 2, if this is done at all.

Fourth, the availability of resources for evaluation does not mean that
the necessary expertise is there. Staff in many districts feel that they do
not know how to conduct or write up a proper evaluation of
Chapter 2-supported activities. A Chapter 2 coordinator in a small rural
district (who managed the Chapter 1 program as well) expressed a widespread

sentiment in these terms:
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Table XIII-3

USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS FOx EVALUATION, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of Districts in
Each Size Category That Use Some

District Size of Their 1984-85 Chapter 2 Funds
(Enrollment) to Support Evaluation Activities®
Very large 2%
(25,000 or more)
Urban 29
Suburban 22
Large 7

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 2
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 1
(600 to 2,499)

Very small *%
(under 600)

All districts 1

®
Not necessarily used solely for evaluation of Chapter 2 activities.

xX
Less than 1%.
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"To me, if we're reporting instructional effects, there are no
guidelines from the state. That would help. Maybe it's difficult with
such a variety of programs. Evaluation is hard for us; we must muddle
through. I see it as a necessity for both us and [the state]. I would
do it anyway [even if not required to], but I wouldn't necessarily
write it up in a formal report.”

These kinds of feelings are less evident in situations where district staff
are experienced in evaluatioa, or where Chapter 2 supports part of a larger
project for which an evaluation design is already in place. There,
districts tend to let the overall project evaluation stand as an assessment
of Chapter 2,

Districts can also turn to outsiders for help. In one cistrict inm a
small Southern city, the LEA had contracted with a professor from a
neighboring university for $3,000 per year to evaluate the implementation
and effectiveness of block grant support. (The same individual provided a

similar service to three or four other districts in this area.)

Fifth, the nature of what is to be evaluated shapes evaluation
approaches as much as anything else. From the perspective of district

administrators, certain types of block grant support are less susceptible to

evaluation than others.

+ Many district administrators believe that equipment or materials
purchases cannot be meaningfully evaluated, especially where these
are part of an ongoing library acquisition program. Administrators
we interviewed were also puzzled about how to approach the
evaluation of Chapter 2 support for computers.

. Staff development activities are more likely to be seen as
evaluable, but only at the level of attitude surveys or participant
counts.

« Curriculum development projects can be evaluated, as district staff
view it (but because most of these projects were in process at the
time of our site visits, 1little had been dome to gather data on
their effects).

. Instructional or student support services supported by Chapter 2
resemble most closely the programs to which districts have applied
conventional evaluation approaches (as in the case of Chapter 1
programs). Here, district staff tend to feel they are on more
familiar ground.
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PART FOUR

THE BLOCK GRANT MID PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS

This part of the report summar!zes our findings regarding the
involvement of private school students in activities funded by the block
grant. Separate sections deal with:

. The participation of private school students (Section XIV).

« The distributiou of funds to serve private school students and the
services these funds support (Section XV).

« Administration of services for private school students (Section XVI).

Highlights of Major Findings in This Part

Participation of Private School Students

+ Extent of participation. Approximately two-fifths of the nation's
school districts (with enroilments of 600 or more students*) have
private schools eligible to have their students participate in
Chapter 2. Three—quarters of these districts use block grant funds
to serve these students; in the remainder, the private schools elect
not to have their students take part.

+ Changes in participation with the block grant. Tn most districts
there 18 no change in the number of private schools having their
students participate in Chapter 2 from the time of antecedent
programs to the present; approximately a fifth of districts report
an increase; few report a decrease. New participants, primarily
from non-Catholic schools, are attracted by the availability of more

All percentages noted in this summary and in the succeeding sections,
except for the overall proportion of districts with eligible private

schools, refer to all districts with enrollments of 600 or more. See
explanation in Cooperstein (1986).
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funding than before Chapter 2, the perception of greater
flexibility, and the administrative simplicity of the block grant.

. Nonparticipation. Many eligible private schools elect not to have
their students participate in Chapter 2, primarily because of
philosophical opposition to participating in government programs or,
in the case of the smaller private schools in particular, the
relatively small amount of money available to serve their students.

Expenditures and Services for Private School Students

. Allocation of funds to serve private school students. On average,
14% of the districts' annual Chapter 2 allocation goes to services
for private school students, although there is wide variation among
districts in this percentage. This figure translates into an
overall average $1,272 per private school (the unit by which
districts typically spend money for services to these students).

. Comparison of expenditures for public and private school students.
The vast majority of districts (94%) spend an equal amount per pupil
for public and private school students. Unequal expenditures per
pupii can result where districts adjust spending according to
special needs that are differentially distributed among schools,
disproportionately reallocate funds that would have gone to services
for students in nonparticipating private schools, or differentially
charge the costs of administering these services.

. Changes in funds allocation since before the block grant. Chapter 2
made more money available, in aggregate, for services to private
school students. In certain types of districts (e.g., large urban
districts formerly receiving ESAA grants), a larger proportion of
the district's federal funds are allocated to serve private school
students under Chapter 2 than before the block grant; 297 of all
districts indicate that this was the case. Local concerns about
spending equally for public and private school students are often
voiced in these situations and where private school students are
perceived as less needy than public school students.

. Nature of services for private school students. Virtually all (92%)
of the districts serving these students under Chapter 2 purchase
equipment and materials for their use, to support libraries, media
centers, other school departments, or computer applications.
Relatively few districts us: the block grant to suppsort curriculum
development, staff developr2nt, instructional services (e.g.,
compensatory or bilingual education), or student support services
(e.g., counseling, testing). Chapter 2-supported services typically
take place on private school premises and tend to benefit all
students in each participating school or all within a few grades.
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Comparison of services to public and private school students. The
range of services made available to private school students under
Chapter 2 is narrower, on the whole, than that for public school
students. Although district actions often restrict the range of
options for these services, private gchool officials are generally
satisfied and believe Chapter 2 is supporting what their students
need. The small amount of funds available to serve students in a
given private school, the generally tight budgets for equipment and
materials in these schools, and expectations established under
artecedent programs make materials and equipment a logical choice
for private school officials.

Changes in the equitability of services since before the block
grant. Even though their students often are not receiving the same
services as public school studente, private school officials tend to
believe that services offered to private school students are either
as equitable as before the block grant, or are more so.

Administration of Services to Private School Students

Overall pattern of administration. District administration of
private school services under the block grant is fairly routinized
and tends to differ 1little from procedures set up under antecedent
programs, especially ESEA Title IV-B.

Notification and consultation. Typically, all private schools that
are, or are thought to be, eligible are notified. Consultation
generally consists of informing private school officials of the
amount of funds available to serve students in each school and
soliciting an application (or equivalent request) for use of these
funds.

Monitoring and evaluation. Virtually all districts monitor

Chapter 2-supported services to private schools to some degree,
typically by checking private school requests (and resulting
purchase orders) for conformity to Chapter 2 guidelines, but not by
actual on-site munitoring. Districts tend to monitor the nature of
these services, not their implementation. Districts tend not to
evaluate services for priiate school students.

Role of the state education agency (SEA) and private gchool
organizations. SEA guidance varies greatly rrom actively
instructing districts on the details of serving private schocl
students to maintaining a completely hands-off posture. Private
school organizations, especially Catholic dioceses, can be active as
liaisons between district and private schools and as supports to the
principals of these schools.
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Problems encountered in administering services for private school

students. Especially in districts with large numbers of private
schools, the administration of t.uese services can be complex: the
great majority (83%) of the largest urbau districts, for example,
find notification, consultation, paperwork, monitoring, unreimbursed
administrative costs, or a combination of these to be a burden.
Across all districts serving private school students, the majority
report no problems. Administrative burdens appear to be less where
administrative arrangements are well established, where Chapter 2
coordinators do not have too many other responsibilities, and where
private school organizations help facilitate the administrative
process.

. Quality of relationships between districts and private schools under
the block grant. These relationships tend to be more harmonious (or

at least civil) when the state context encourages services to
private school students, local leadership is supportive, the
community has a strong religious base, and the local public and
private school systems are informally linked (e.g., through feeder
system patterns). Disharmony is especially likely if the district's
administrative task ir exceedingly complex and its personnel have
turned over rapidly or are opposed on principle to serving private
school students with public funds. Perceptions of inequitable
expenditures, differentially distributed special needs, and large
reductions in federal funding under the block grant also contribute
to disharmony between public and private schools.
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XIV THE PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS*

To analyze how private school students participate in Chapter 2, we

must first describe the patterns of eligibility among the schools they

attend, the numbers and types of schools that do and do not elect to have

their students participate, the change in participation since antecedent

programs, and the reasons for the private schools' decisions. In this

section, we summarize those findings.

Summar

The analyses presented in this section can be summarized as follows.

First, regarding the participation of private school students:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Approximately two-fifths (42%) of all districts in the nation have
private schools within their toundaries eligible to have their
studen”s participate in Chapter 2; this percentage varies by
district size, from 100% of very large districts (enrollment of
25,000 or more) to 16% of districts with enrollment under 600.

Not all eligible private schools elect to have their students
participate in Chapter 2. Overall, three-quarters of districts
with eligible private schools in their boundaries serve students
in at least some of these schools. In the average district,
approximately two-thirds of the eligible private schools opt to
have their students receive Chapter 2 benefits.

Students participating in Chapter 2 attend both religious and
nondenominational schools; Catholic schools are the most frequent
source of participants.

%
This section is adapted from another report from the Nationmal Study
(Cooperstein, 1986).
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Second, regarding change in particlpation since before the block grant,

we found that:

(4) The majority of districte nationwide report no increase in the
number of private schools with students participating in
Chapter 2, as compared with antecedent programs. Few districtsa
indicate decreased participation by private school students.
Increased participation is especially likely in very large urban
districts. Participation by students from noz-Catholic schools
appears to account for most of the change in participation since
before the start of the block grant.

(5) Private schools electing to have their students participate for
the first time cite three major reasons: (a) the availability of
more funds for these services, (b) a perception of greater
flexibility under Chapter 2, and (c) a perception of decreasea
administrative complexity. Some districts also have made a
greater effort to encourage the participation of private school
students in Chapter 2 “han under the antecedent programs.

Third, our analyses of nonparticipation lead to the following findings:

(6) Many eligible private schools elect not to have their students
participate in Chapter 2, usually because of philosophical
opposition to participation in goverrment programs or the small
amount of money available for services their students might
recelive.

(7) Lack of outreach on the part of districts does not seem to be a
major factor in the nonparticipation of private school students.
There i8 thus little evidence that distrlcts systematically deny
private school students access to gervices under Chapter 2.

Overall Participation Patterns

Approximately two-fifths (42%) of all districts have private schools
within their boundaries eligible to have their students participate in
Chapter 2.* Thie percentage varies greatly by district size; all the

®
Private schoo. must be nonprofit and comply with Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act (nondiscrimination on the basis of race or national origin) to be
eligible for their students to receive services under Chapter 2.
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districts enrolling 25,000 or more students have eligible private schools,
but the percentage decreases greatly in the smaller districts, to a low of

16X in districts enrolling fewer than 600 students.

In the majority of those districts with eligible private schools, the
private school student component of Chapter 2 is administered at the local
level, rather than (in a small number of states) at the level of intermediate
units or through a bypass contract between the U. S. Department of Education
and a third-party service provider. Our study focused on onls those districts
administering the private school student compoment of Chapter 2 at the local
level.

Not all eligible private schools elect to have their students
participate in Chapter 2. As can be seer in the first column of Table X1v-1,
about three-quarters of districts with eligible private schools have at least
some schools with students participating. When all districts in the nation
are considered, this figure drops to a little over a third, as the second
column in the table indicates. Again, the extent of participation varies by
district size, with the majority of larger distr:-. . but only a minority of

smaller districts, serving private school students.

Districts vary widely in the aumber of private schools with studeats
participating in Chapter I. Overall, in the average district, approximately
two-thirds of the eligible schools have stude.ts receiving services under
Chapter 2. As Table XIV-2 ghows, the number of these schools varies greatly
by district size. These numbers still mask a large variation among individual
districts. Across all size categories, tie rumber of eligible private schools
ranges from 1 to 435, the number of schools with participating students ranges
from 1 to 328, and the estimated number of participating private school

students ranges from 6 to 96,238.*%

'y
These figures do not include the largest school district in the nation,
which did not respond to our questionmnmaire.
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Table XIV-1

DISTRICTS SERVING PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS
IN ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED BY CHAPTER 2, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

District Size
(Enrollment)

Very large
{25,000 or more)

Urban
Suburban

Large
(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small
(600 to 2,439)

All districts
(600 or more)**

Percentage of districts serving
private school students in the
1984-85 school year among...

Districts with

eligible private All districts
schoolsg® nationwide

95 87

98 90

92 89

86 75

79 47

67 26

75 37

®
In which the private school student component .s administered at the

district level.

All analyses of services to private school students reported in this
study are done with districts enrolling 600 or more students because of
the unreliability of estimatcs based on the small number of responding
districts in this size category that serve private school students. Of a
total of 15,533 districts, 6,508 (41.9%) are thus excluded from analysis;
these comprise 3.8% of the nation's students. See Cooperstein (1986) for

details.




Table XIV-2

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS AND PRIVATE
SCHOOL STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR, AND PARTICIPATING
IN, CHAPTER 2, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Median number of private
schools per district ...

Median number

With students of private
Eligible participating school students
for Chapter 2- in Chapter 2- per district
supported supported participating
District Size activities activities in Chapter 2
(Enrollment) in 1984-85* in 1984-85*%% in 1983-84%*,+
Very large 19 12 3,143
(25,000 or more)
Urban 29 17 4,164
Suburban 15 7 2,596
Large 5 4 1,007
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 2 2 338
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 1 1 199
(600 to 2,499)
All districts 2 2 350

(600 or more)

®
Among districts with one or more eligible private schools, and in which
the private school student component is administered at the district level.

X%
Among districts with one or more private schools with students

participating in Chapter 2, and in which the private school student
componant 18 administered at the district level.

+Becauee of the constraints of the data gathered, this number could be
estimated only for those districts (94%) reporting that they spent an
equal amount for services to public and private school students under
Chapter 2 (see Appendix E for details).
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include both religious and nondenominational schools. In nearly all (94%)
of the districts with enrollments of 600 or more servirg private school
students under Chapter 2, the students attend at l.ast onec school affiliated
with a religious denomination. In our site visits, the most common private
schools with students participating in Chapter 2 were Catholic, which was to
be expected since Catholic schools make up about 50% of the nation's private
schools (Nehrt, 1981), and since many studies (e.g., Coleman, 1981) have
pointed to virtually 100% participation of these schools in Title IV-B, the
main antecedent program in which students in private schools took part. We
also saw other examples of both denominational (including Jewish, Christian,
Lutheran, and Seventh Day Adventist) and nondenominational schools with
students participating in Chapter 2.

Changes in Participation with the Block Grant

|

The types of private schools with students participating in Chapter 2

Overall, for a large majority (80%) of districts that have eligible
private schools (and that administer the services for students in these
schools), the number of private schools with students participating in
Chapter 2 has stayed approximately the same as under the antecedent programs
(see Table XIV-3). Very few districts reported a decrease in participation
with the change to the block gract. However, participation increased in a
substantial number of larger districts, and especially in the very large
cities (59%). We have no data on the size of any increase or decrease; for
example, districts would have responded “greater” to an increase of one or
many schools. It is probable that increases were more common in larger
districts in part because there are more private schools in these districts
than elsewhere, so that larger districts are more likely to have had schools

with students not participating in the antecedent programs.*

We have no data about the size of the increase in student participation.
Our case study data suggest that most newly participating schools are
small. The General Accounting Office (1984), on the other hand, in a
study of LEAs in 13 states, found that the number of private school
students served (based on district self-reports) nearly doubled with the
change to the block grant. See Cooperstein (1986).
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Table XIV-3

CHANGE IN NUMBERS OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH
STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
COMPARED WITH CHAPTER 2, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts* in which the number

of private schools with students participating

in Chapter 2 during the 1984-85 c~hool year
(compared with the antecedents) 1s...

District Size

(Enrollment) Greater The same Less
Very la.ge 48 43 9
(25,000 or more)
Urban 59 38 3
Suburban 37 48 15
Large 27 68 5

(10,000 to 24,999)

Medium 18 79 3
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 13 87 0
(600 to 2,499)

All districts 18 80 2
(600 or more)

*
Among districts with one or more eligible private schools, and in which
the private school student component is administered at the district level.
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The increase since the change to the block grant seems to result from
the growing participation of students from non-Catholic schools, since
participation in the Catholic schools was already high. We saw many
examples of students in both religious (e.g., Jewish, Muslim, Seventh Day
Adventist) and nondenominational schools becoming new participants under
Chapter 2. The major reasons for increased participation under Chapter 2

appear to be:

. The availability of more funds to provide services to private school
students under Chapter 2.

. Private school officials' perception of greater flexibility under
Chapter 2.

. The perception of decreased administrative complexity under
Chapter 2.

Several examples of schools starting to have their students participate
because of the increased flexibility and decreased administrative complexity

under Chapter 2 follow:

. In a medium-sized rural county district, a Seventh Day Adventist
school received Chapter 2 services for its students in defiance of
its regional organization (which forbids participation in government
programs) after district personnel convinced the principal that
there were no strings to fear in Chapter 2 and that no decisions
would be forced on the school beyond reasonable guidelines. The
principal now states that he likes Chapter 2 and appreciates its
simplicity (e.g., a one-page form). The Seventh Day Adventist
regional office has responded by viewing this maverick school's
decision as an experiment, and it intends to reevaluate its
opposition to participation in Chapter 2.

. A relatively wealthy independent boarding school in an affluent
suburban district had elected not to have its students participate
in Title IV-B, which it perceived as a book supply program, because
the administration felt that its students did not really need extra
services and because of perceived administrative hassles and
goverument controls. Howev:r, the flexibility of Chapter 2 was
enough to overcome this reluctance to have its students participate.
The principal said, "Chapter 2 gave us an opportunity to provide a
specialized program or service that was not otherwise provided”
(Chapter 2 provides a teacher and supplies for an art program on
Saturdays).
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Another example also illustrates *his point, although it concerns a

school too new to have had its students participate in the antecedent programs:

« An independent school in a very large city at first decided not to
have its students participate in Chapter 2 because its school board
thought that Chapter 2 would be complicated and not worth the bother
for the relatively small amount of services involved (approximately
$1,000 was available for these services). This impression was based
on hearsay; the board had heard that getting “Title [services]” was
hard, required paperwork done in triplicate, came with strings
attached, etc. However, after talking to district personnel, the
principal realized that his students' participation in Chapter 2 was
simple and that few strings were attached. This school now has 1its
students participating in Chapter 2.

Some districts have made a greater attempt to encourage the participation
of private school students in Chapter 2 than under the antecedent programs.
Often, this change may have been an indirect result of the greater federal
emphasis on private school student participation., which has filtered down
through the states (perhaps in the form of monitoring), leading to greater
local outreach--e.g., information dissemination, follow-up, etc. However,
this 1s not true in all states, such as those with a long history of private
school student participation in state and federal programs (in which outreach
was alrealy high), or those with state restrictions concerning interference

with the affairs of private schools.

We saw some evidence of a growing awareness and interest among private
school officials in Chapter 2 over the 3 years of the block grant, resulting
in a trickle of private schools electing to have their students join the
program each year. For example, in one state we visited, of the 55 schools
in an association of independent schools, an estimated 15 have students who
participate in Chapter 2; this number 1z growing, according to a

representative of this organization:

"Originally [the schools] didn't care; then they didm't
know what was available. T n some heard of examples
where it worked. [Schools learn about Chapter 2] through
principals’' meetings once a month. I've always kept them
informed. After one or two have taken part, others see
the advantages. Soon their boards get interested, they
talk to a lawyer, and then go for it. It's a gradual
process. I think more will apply next year."
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This individual went on to say that the schools he represented liked
Chapter 2 better than other federal programs because of the lack of

federal control.

Reasons for Nonparticipation in Chapter 2

We identified three major reasons why many eligible private schools
elect not to have their students participate in Chapter 2. First, and most
important, private schools are often philosophically opposed to participation
in government programs. We learned of private school officials in both
denominational (including Seventh Day Adventist, Southern Baptist, and
Christian Fundamentalist) and nondenominational schools that felt this way,

for example:

« A Christian school in a very large city does not accept state or
federal services (other than tramsportation) because its board
decided that it did not want to depend on a secular government to
run a Christian school. The school wants its employees to be
born-again Christians. In addition, this school wants to select its
own texts "on a spiritual basis.”

. A principal of a Christian Fundamentalist school in another
district, when approached about his students’' participation in
federal programs, told the Chapter 2 coordinator that he did not
want to be involved in the "devil's work."

. A librarian in a Catholic high school told us that the librarian
from an elite private school "called me to find out how to get the
Chapter 2 [services], but the board [of the school] was afraid that
the federal government wants to try to run the school.”

Second, private school organizations can encourage or discourage
philosophical opposition to federal programs. Some private school
organizations demand participation; for example, a diocesan representative
commented that all Catholic schools in the diocese have their students
participate "or they would be in trouble with me.” Others specifically
do not adopt a policy, while still others take a stance opposed to
participation. One state's Conference of Seventh Day Adventists, for
example, has a long-standing policy (at least 100 years old) of not

accepting any federal or state services, in order to maintain separation of
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church and state. But even when organizations have a policy in opposition

to participation, some schools ignore {it.

Third, the small amount of money available to provide Chapter 2
services for students in some private schools acts as a disincentive to
participation. For example, we talked to the principal of a very small
independent school (currently enrolling 29 students) for children with
developmental difficulties; he does not elect to have his students
participate in Chapter 2 because he feels that the amount of services
involved (currently $240 is available for these services) is not worth the
paperwork and bother, however minimal. In another district, a principal of
a private scnool with five students also felt that the ievel of services
available was not worth his effort. The Chapter 2 coordinator in a third
district said, "We had ome [school] onme year that said it's not enough to
bother with--$50."

A lack of outreach on the part of local districts does not seem to be a
ma jor factor in nonparticipation. In the districts we visited, all eligible
schools were notified about Chapter 2.* The amount of follow—up varied,
however. In some districts, Chapter 2 coordinators do a comsiderable amount

of follow-up; for example, one Chapter 2 coordinator said:

"We call them some. They have limited staff, and the
[private school] contact person may be overextended.

We had one--we couldn't get any response after repeated
calls. My secretary stopped calling because she was
embarrassed, and I had to. They swore they would send
it in, so something was hand-delivered."”

Follow-up ceems to be more common when it is mandated by the state,
such as when districts are required to get sigued waiver letters from
schools that do not want their students to participate. On the other hand,

in many districts, follow—up is not necessary; many schools (e.g., the

®
The 1ists of private schools for notification, often furnished by the
state, may or may not be up to date or complete. See Cooperstein (1986).
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Catholic schools) have a long history of student participation in federal
and state programs and do not need encouragement to have their students

participate in Chapter 2. In many other districts, follow-up would be

futile; many private schools have never elected to have their students

participate in government programs and have told districts that
nonparticipation is a matter of principle. Some districts' follow-up
efforts are further limited by state law forbidding intrusicn into the

affairs of private schools.




XV EXPENDITURES AND SERViulS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS*

We describe in this section the amounts of Chapter 2 funds used for
services to private school students and the kinds of services these funds
buy. First, we summerize the amounts of funds allocated to these services,
and then discuss the degree of equality in expenditures for public ani
private school students and the effect of the block grant on the distribution
of funds to private school students. Second, we describe the nature of the
services private school ~tudents receive under the block grant. Following
that, we examine the comparability of services for public and private school

students and note the extent of change since antecedent programs.

Summarx

First, regarding local allocation of Chapter 2 funds for private school

student services, we found:

(1) On average, 14% of the district's annual Chapter 2 allocation is
used to pay for services to private school students, although
there 18 a considerable range, from less than 1% to more than 50%.

(2) The annual amount of Chapter 2 funds available for services to
students in any given private school (the unit for which purchases
are usually made) is small, ranging from $2,224 per school in very
large districts to $879 per school in small districts, with an
overall average amount of $1,272 per school.

*
See another report from the National Study (Cooperstein, 1986) for a more
detailed discussion of this topic.

227

Qo 2253 (




Second, the analyses in this section support the following findings
about the comparison of expenditures for public and private school students

under Chapter 2:

(3) The vast majority (94%) of districts nationwide spend an ~qual
amount per pupll of their Chapter 2 allocations on services to
public and private school students.

(4) Unequal expenditures per pupil for public and private school
students could arise as a result of:

. Adjusting spending in accordance with differing stvudent needs,
where needs were differentially distributed across public and
private schools.

. Allocating high-cost funds to services in proportion to the
students that generated these funds.

. Reallocatin, funds that would have gone to nonparticipating
private school students to students either in the public
schools or the participating private schools, but not both.

. Differentially charging the costs of administering the public
and private school student services.

(5) With the change to the block grant, more money became available to
provide services to private school students--in aggregate, nearly
three times what antecedent programs were likely to provide.

(6) In certain types of districts (especially large urban districts
that had formerly received ESAA grants), a larger proportion of
the district's allocation is available for services to private
school students than under antecedent programs. The majority
(71%) of districts serving private school students, however, do
not report that an increased proportion of their funda goes for
these services.

(7) Local concern about equal per pupil expenditures for public and
private school students 18 heard in some former ESAA districts; it
i8 also heard in districts where high-cost or special funds
generated by public school student characteristics or activities
(e.g., related to desegregation) are expended for private school
student services, where private school student participation has
grown, or where private school students are perceived as less
needy than public school students.

Third, we found the following with regard to the types of services

private school students recelve:




(8)

(9

(10)

In virtually all districts (52%) serving private school students,
Chapter 2 funds purchase instructional materials and equipment
other than computers for these students; in two-thirds, purchases
include computer hardware or software, Other types of service
occur much less frequently under the block grant: curriculum or
new-progran development, staff development, instructional programs
(e.g., compensatory), and student support services (e.g.,
counseling) are provided to private school students in fewer than
a quarter of the districts serving these students. There has been
very little change in private school student services over the 3
years of the block grant.

Most of these services are provided on the private school
premises, (Our data collection occurred shnrtly before the U.S.
Supreme Court's Aguilar et al. v, Felton e'. sl. ruling; this
pattern may have changed since.)

Activities supported by Chapter 2 tend to benefit all students in
each participating private school or all within a few grades,
rather than being targeted to the special needs of a few.

Fourth, regarding the comparability of services to public and private

school students, we found that.

(11)

(12)

(13)

The range of services made available to private school students
under Chapter 2 is narrower, on the whole, than that for public
school students. Districts less often use funds for computer
applications, curriculum or new-program development, student
support services, instructional programs, or s*aff development
aimed at private school students (or staff) than they do for
public school students.

Although district actions may restrict the range of options for
services to private school students, private school officials tend
to indicate that Chapter 2 is supporting the kinds of services
they believe their students need; from treir perspective, services
under the block grant are generally seen as equitable. Their
preferences for the use of block grant funds reflect primarily:

. The small amount of money available for services to students in
a given private school.

. Critical needs for equipment and materials.

. Private school officials' expectations for services,
established under antecedent programs.

By comparison with antecedent programs, the equitability of
services i1s either the same or somewhat improved (from the private
school perspective), depending on which antecedent program one
uses as a baseline.
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Furis Allocated co Serve r:ivate Schocl Students

Districts allocate a poriion of their anmiual Chapter 2 grant to serve
students in participating privacz schoois. Table XV-1 presents the average
amount of Chapter 2 funds used to serve students in each participating
private school: nationally {for districts with enrollment of at least 500),
the median allocation is $1,272. This amount is higher in larger districts,
perhaps reflecting the larger size of private schools or the greater
concentration of "high-cost” children in these districts (which means chat
these districts may be allocated a proportionately greater share of

Chapter 2 funds, depending on the state formula).

The total amount allocated to services for private school students
tends to be '« small percentage of the Chapter 2 funds that districts receive
each year--14%, on average, across all districts. There is relatively
1ittle variation in this average across district size categories; however,
when one considers individual districts, the figure ranges from less than 1%

to more tuan 50% of the annual Chapter 2 allocation.

Comparison of Expenditures for Private and Public School Students

Overall, as shown in Table XV-2, 94% of districts report thac the
curreat per pupil expenditures under Chapter 2 for services to public and
participating private school students are equal; 4% indicate that the per
pupil amount for public school students is higher, while only 1% repo.* a
higher amount for private school students.* These data suggest that the
vast majority of districts are spending an equal amount of block grant funds
per pupil, as required by the block grant legislationm, interpreted by

federal regulations and guidance.

*

The percentages do not add up to 1002 because of rounding errors. These
gelf-reported estimates may be low—-see discussion of unequal expenditures
below.
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Table XV-1

AVERAGE AMOUNT OF CHAPTER 2 rUNDS (AND PROPORTIO: OF
DISTRICT'S CHAPTER 2 ALLOCATION) AVAILABLE FOR S_XVICES
TO PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS IN THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR,

BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Mean
Median amount percentage ' 2dian amount of
available from of district's Chapter 2 funds
District Size district's Chapter 2 available per
(Enrollment) 1]1location* allocation* private school*
Very large $28,908 9 $2,224
(25,000 or more)
Urban 42,851 11 2,289
Suburban 15,312 7 2,041
Large 7,500 8 1,948
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 2,801 11 1,442
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 1,423 19 879
(600 to 2,499)
All districts 2,576 14 1,272

(600 or more)

*
Among districts having one or more private schools with students
participating in Chapter 2, and in which the private school student
component is administered at the district level.
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Table XV-2

COMPARISON OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR SERVICES
TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS
UNDER CHAPTER 2, BY S1iZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts* in which the per

pupil expenditures for services to public

and private school students in the 1984-85
school year are...

Greater Greater
for public for privat:
District Size school school
(Enrollment) Equal students students
Very large 88 8 . 4
(25,000 or more)
Urban 87 11 2
Suburban 89 6 6
Large 92 4 4
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 92 6 2
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 99 1 0
(600 to 2,499)
All districts 94 4 1

(600 or more)

*

In districts having one or more private schools with students
participating in Chapter 2, and in which the private school student
component is administeved at the district level.
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From these data, it is difficult to interpret the magnitude of the
inequalities that were reported; some per pupil differences may be large,
while others may be trivial.

The above data represent mainly the Chapter 2 formula allocation to
districts. From our data, it is not possible to ascertain whether private
school students nationally are served with an equitable share of the states'
Chapter 2 get-aside money. However, as pointed out in Section II, state
set-aside money is only a small fraction of total Chapter 2 funds at the

local level.

Our analysis identified four interpretations of allocation requirements

or prc :esses that could result in unequal dellar amounts per pupil:

. Basing allocations on differing needs of public and private school
students. Although apparently permitted by law (and by many states'
interpretations of the law), adjusting allocations by the particular
needs of private school siudents appears to be done seldom.

« Allocating funds according to the proportion of high-cost students
in the public and private school populations. Federal regulations
and nonregulatory guidance prohibit this practice, but confusion
persists in the minds of some local administrators; some believe
that high cost factors (e.g., the number of disadvantaged students)
ought to determine now the funds are used.

- Unequal sharing of the funds that would have been used to serve
nonparticipating private schools. This practice appears more
widespread than the previous self-reported dsta suggest: 20% of
districts with participating private schools indicate that they
reassign these funds for public school use only, while 2% allocate
these dollars to gerve students from the participating private
schools (see Cooperstein, 1986).

. Differential reimbursement for the costs of administering public and
private school components. Depending on whether costs for
administering the two components are covered differently (e.g.,
adninistrative costs for the public school share are fully covered
in Chapter 2 but only partially for private schools), small
inequalities in per pupil allocations can result.

The state education agency appears to have a critical role in
equalizing per pupil expenditures for public end private school students

under Chapter 2. Where states take an active role in overseeing and
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specifying how private school students should be served, equal per puril

expenditures seem to be more likely.

Redistributive Consequences of the Block Granmt

Chapter 2's provisions for equal per pupil expenditures for public and
private school students have raised concerns in some public school districts,
mainly because of the redistributive nature of Chapter 2. With the change
to the block grant, funds often were djverted from large urban districts
participating in ESAA; among the "winners” of services from this money were

students in private schools.*

Although our data dv not enable us to estimate precisely the magnitude
of this increase, we can approximate the minimum amount of increase by
comparing the total funding that would likely have been aliocated to services
for private school students under ESEA Title IV-B, which provided the bulk
of antecedent program funding for services to private school students, with

the amount allocated to private school seriices, as shown in Table XV-3.

The table makes it clear that, at a minimum, funds available for
private school services nearly tripled under the block granmt, by comparison

with what antecedent programs were likely to provide.

The fact that students in private schools gained under the block grant
was evident in many of the sites we visited. We heard comments from public
school respondents such as, "Chapter 2 was a big windfall for the [private
school students],” who "made out like bandits.” We saw many examples where
expenditures for services to private school students had increased many
times over expenditures under the antecedunt programs (primarily Title IV-B).

For example, in one city we visited, the expenditures for services to

®
The redistributional effects of Chapter 2 vary by state; these effects can
be mitigated to some extent by state allocation formulas.
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TABLE XV-3

AGGREGATE INCREASE IN FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR SERVICES TO
PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT

Total amount of funds
allocated by districts
for private school

Program Funding Source students
Under Chapter 2 in 1984-85 $24,710,055*%

Under ESEA Title IV-B
in 1981-82 8,762,296 (est.)**

Approximate minimum**

increase under the block +15,947,759 (est)**
grant in funds allocated

to services for private

school students

Minimum percentage increase in +282%
funds available for these services

%
This figure is sumewhat higher than the estimate presented in Section II;
responses to the questionnaire item on which this was based probably
included some carryover from the preceding year.

xR
Because we were unable to get reliable figures for the amount of antecedent

program funds allocated to serve private school students, our estimate
rests on the following assumptions: (1) ESEA Title IV-B funds provided

the bulk of antecedent program funding for these students; (2) because

most districts allocated the same proportion or more to private school
students under Chapter 2, the current proportion will tend to equal or
overestimate the amount received by private school students before the
block grant; (3) multiplying the Title IV-B total by the current proportion
of funds made available to private schools thus yivlds a likely maximum
value for what went to private school students before the block grant.
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private school students incrzased from $2,387 to $12,075, for approximately
the same number of students. Increzses at the level of individual private
schools ranged greatly. Some private school principals were well aware of
the increase; the principal of a private school with a threefold increase
for services said that, when the block grant started, "we walked around
smiling.” However, school-level personnel were not always aware of an
increase, because the absolute amount (both before the block grant and under

Chapter 2) was often so small.

In certain types of districts, a larger percentage of the district's
allocation is available for services to private school students than under
the antecedent programs. Although overall, the majority (71X) of districts
report no change, as shown in Table XV-4, there is a substantial number
(particularly the very large urban districts) for which the proportion
expended for services to students in private schools has ilacreased. This
increase is due mainly to the fact that many of these larger districts
participated in large antecedent programs, such as ESAA, which had little
private school student participation; with the block grant, these districts
lost a considerable amount of money and had to make more of their decreased
allocations available for services to private school students. In fact, our
data show that 53% of the districts that had participated in ESAZA use a
larger proportion of Chapter 2 funds than antecedent program funding to
provide services to students in private schools; only 24% of those districts

that had not participated in ESAA do so,.

In some districts we visited that had lost ESAA funding, public school
personnel expressed some concern about equal per pupil expenditures for
public and private school students. However, not all districts we visited
that had participated in ESAA expressed this concern. District personnel
were less upset when the desegregation programs funded by ESAA had been
completed, or were nearing completion, before the block grant, or when the

district could absorb the ESAA programs with local money.
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Table XV-4

CHANGE IN PROPORTICN OF FUNDS AVAILABLE
TO SERVE STUDENTS IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS, FROM ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
TO CHAPTER 2 (1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR), BY SIZ:i OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts* in which the
proportion of funds available to serve
students in private schools:

District Size

(Enrollment) Increased Stayed the same Decreased
Very large 57 43 0
(25,000 or more)
Urban 70 30 0
Suburban 42 58 0
Large 33 64 2

(10,900 to 24,999)

Medium 25 70 5
(2,500 to 9,999)

Small 23 75 2
(600 to 2,499)

All districts 26 71 3
(600 or more)

%
Among districts with one or more eligible private schools, and in which
the private school student component is administered at the district level.
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Services for Private School Students

To study the services provided tu private school students, we divided
the educational activities supported by the block grant into the same
six categories used to describe public school education services (see
Sections III, V-VII): computer applications, library and media center
support, curriculum development, staff development, instructional services,
and student support services. Under Chapter 2, as under Title IV-B, private
school students are being served mainly with materials and equipment,*
either for computer applications or for library and media center support.
In fact, we often heard from private school principals that the change to
Chapter 2 was just a "name change” from Title IV-B.

Nationally, private school students in a large majority of districts
(92%) receive the benefit of library and media center support through
Chapter 2; approximately two-thirds of all districts purchase comZuter
hardware and software for use by private school students with Chapter 2 (cee
Taule XV-5%%), We saw many examples of these type3 of services in our site
visits, such as computer hardware and software for use in computer labs or
classrooms, audiovisual equipment, filmstrips, reference materials (e.g.,

books, encyclopedias) for libraries or classrooms, maps, globes, etc.

Other types of services to private school students occur much less
frequently under the block grant. In approximately a fifth of all districts
servin, private school students, curriculum or new-program development
supported by Chapter 2 benefits some or all of these students. Even fewer

districte provide private school students with direct services aimed at

®
This study did not collect national data on the percentage of Chapter 2
furds used to provide various services to private school students.

**The figures in Table XV-5 represent services aggregated at the district
level; however, from our site visits we learned that, typicaliy, student’

in a given private school have access to only ome or two services under

Chapter 2




Table XV-5

CHAPTER 2 SERVICES TO PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts* in which each activity
has been supported by Chapter 2 funds in the
last 3 years for private school students:

Curric-
ulum
Library/ or new-
Computer nmedia program Staff Instruc- Student
District Size appli- center devel- devel~ tional support
(Enrollment) caticns support opment opment gervices services
Very large 84 100 22 30 16 6
(25,000 or more)
Urban 85 100 23 39 15 5
Suburban 80 100 17 11 20 9
Large 83 95 21 16 12 10
(10,000 to 24,999)
Medium 64 91 20 14 9 7
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 66 91 24 6 6 4
(600 to 2,499)
All districts 68 92 22 11 9 6

(600 or more)

®
Among districts with ome or more private schools with students
participating in Chapter 2, and in which the private school student
component is administered a. the district level.
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gtudent support (e.g., counseling, testing) or instruction (e.g.,
compensatory, bilingual). In our site visits, we encountered a few examples
of these direct services, such as an aide paid out of one district's

Chapter 2 funds to work with private school Chapter 1 and gifted students,
and a music teacher in another district. Finally, in only a small
percentage (11%) of districts are private school personnel participating in
staff development funded by Chapter 2,* either for private school staff

alone or as joint training activities with public school personnel.

There seems to have been very little change in the services provided
under Chapter 2 to private school students over the 3 years of the block
grant. In the sites we visited, the m¢ common change was a new kind of
material or different piece of equipment provided. Typically, private
school students were provided services in one area until needs in other
areas became more prominent. For example, in one large suburban district,
computers were purchased with block grant funds for private school students
to use in the early years of Chapter 2; by the third year of the block
grant, private school officials told the district to redirect some of the
Chapter 2 support toward the library because it had been ignored with the

push to computers.

Most of the services for private school students or staff under

Chapter 2 are provided on the site of the private school.** We saw many

*This percentage may be underestimated in our data, because respondents may
not have included staff development funded by the portion of the LEA's
Chapter 2 funds available to provide services to public school students
(to which private school personnel are often invited), as well as staff
development funded by the SEA’s share of Chapter 2.

xR
At the time of data collection for this study, a court case concerning the

provision of Chapier 1 instructional services on the premises of r:ligious
schools (éggilar et al. v. Felton et al., U.S. Supreme Court, decided

July 1, 1985) was still in process. In its decision, the court found it
to be excessive entanglement of church and state when these services were
provided on the premises of private schools. This case has potential
ramifications for Chapter 2 services for private school students.
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examples where msterials and equipment were marked by the district and then
delivered to the private school to be used there. In the sites we visited,
we also saw that the public school staff supported by Chapter 2 served
private school students in the private schools. However, private schools
had to make accommodations, if nec.:sscry, such as removing religious symbols

from rooms in which these individuals worked.

The services provided to private school students under Chapter 2 tend
to be used to benefit most (if not all) of the students in the school, or
else all the students in specific grades, rather than being targeted to the
special needs of a few. In part, the lack of targeting is due to the nature
of the services under Chapter 2 (mainly materials and equipment). In
addition, many private schools tend to be small and have few students with
special needs, unless they serve only special populations, such as schools
for the handicapped. Private school personnel are not likely to request
that Chapter 2 funding (particularly if it is a small amount) be used to
serve a small fraction of their student body, especially if the school is
poor and has limited sources of money. Finally, we heard .ome private
school principals state that it is their philosophy to spread Chapter 2

services to all students.

Comparability of Services for Private and Public School Students

According to federal regulations, private school students must receive
services under tnapter 2 "on an equitable basis.” As it is put into
practice, this requirement usually means that services for private schuol

students are thought to be appropriate to their needs.

Our data indicate that there are often differences in the types of
services supported by Chapter 2 for private school students and public school
students in the same districts, as shown in Table XV-6. Under Chapter 2,
private school students typically have acces: to computer hardware and
software, as well as other instructional materials and equipment, and in
this respect do not differ greatly from their counterparts in public schools.
In the seme districts, Chapter 2 more frequently provides public school
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students with the benefit of curriculum or new-program development, student

support services, instructional programs, and, indirectly, staff development.

Equitability of Services for Private School Students

The fact that services for the two types of studenis are nct always the
same raises the possibility that they are not "equitable"” (in the sense that
private school students are denied access to services or opportunities for
particular kinds of services). We pursued this question by trying to
discover whether decisions about what to provide private school students are
unnecessarily constrained by groups external to the private schools and why
private school officials opt for the services that they do. Our anlayses,
described in another report from the Nationai Study (Cooperstein, 1986),
indicate the following: while there is evidence that some districts (and
even private school organizations) limit their range of choices, private
school officials generally feel that their students receive under Chapter 2
the services these officials think are best for them. The most important

factor governing the preferences of private school staff are:

. The small amount of Chapter 2 funding available for each school's
ctudents.

. The need for materials and equipment which many private school
officials describe as “critical”.

. Established patterns of federal aid under ESEA Title IV-B, which
have come to be expected by the private schools.

Our data suggest that, regardless of anything public school districts do to
encourage these expenditures, most private school officials would request

that Chapter 2 funds be used in the sam. say as at present.

Changes in Equitability with the Block Grant

Depending on what antecedent program ome uses as a baseliue, the

equitability of services has either not changed much or has improved with
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Table XV-6

COMPARISON OF SERVICES TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS

Percentage of districts* in which this activity
is supported by Chapter 2 funds for:

Type of Activity Public school students Private gchool students
Computer applications 88 68

Library and media center
'support 80 92

Curriculum or naw-
program development 37 22

Student support

services 24 9
Instructional services 24 6
Staff development 39 11

'y
Percentage of districts with enrollment of at least 600, with
participating private schools, and in which the private school component
is handled at the district level.
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the coming of the block grant. For students in the majority of private
schools, which only participated in the Title IV-p program, there is
probably not much change with the block grant in terms of the ability of the
Chapter 2 program to meet their needs, even though decisions are sometimes
more broadly based and, sometimes, non-library purchases result. On the
other hand, private school persomnel perceive that Chapter 2 meets the needs
of the private schools much better than some other antecedent programs, such
as Title IV-C, Teacher Corps, and Teacher Centers, ir which private school
students someiimes were asked to participate. According to on» diocesan
official, the attitude of the public schools often was, “"Can you fit in?" to
projects that did not necessarlly meet any needs of the Catholic schools; by

contrast, this respondent observed:

"Chapter 2 was a little bit of heaven...finally, they are askiu  vhat
are the needs of the private school students...if we can document the
needs, we get [the services] to meet them."




XVI ADMINISTRATION OF SERVICES FOR PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS*

Chapter 2 services for private school students are administered by the
corresponding public echool districts (except in the three states ir which a
"bypass contractor” or intermediate unit has this responsibility). We
examine in this section what districts do to notify and comsult with
eligible private schools, and monitor or evaluate the Chapter 2-supported
services for the students in these schools. We also describe the role that
state education agencies and private school organizations play in the
administrative process. Finally, we discuss the nature and sources of the

problems that have arisen in the course of administering these services.

Summary

The analyses presented in this section can t> summarized as follows.

First, regarding the cistricts' administrative practices, we found that:

(1) The activities involved in administering the private school
student component of Chapter 2 are fairly routinized and differ
little from procedures set up under antecedent programs,
especially ESEA Title IV-B.

(2) Typically, all private schools that are, or are thought to be,
eligible are notified that Chapter 2 funds are available.
Consultation generally consists of informing private schonl
officials of the amount of funds available to serve students in
each school and soliciting an application (or other equivalent
request) indicating how the district should spend these funds.

*
This section is adapted from another report from the National Study
(Cooperstein, 1986).




(3)

(4)

Virtually all districts report that they monitor services for
private school studente to some degree, typically by checking
private school applications or requests (and the resulting
purchase orders) for conformity with guidelines. Or-site
monitoring is not common; the limited visits generally are
informal. Districts tend to monitor the nature of these services,
not their actual implementation.

We found little evidence that districts (or private schools) are
formally evaluating services for private school students, except
when it is required as puart of a state evaluatiou.

Second, regardiay the role of state education agencies or private

school organizations in the administratie process, we found that:

(5)

(6)

The role of the SEA in guiding district administration of these
services varies greatly, from states that provide detailed
guidance to those that maintain a hands-off position.

Private school organizations play a variety of roles in Chapter 2
at the local level; Catholic diocesan offices tend to be
particularlv active as liaisons between district and private
schools and as supports to the private school principals.

Third, regarding the problems or difficulties involved in administering

services for private school students, we found that:

(7

(8)

The administration of Chapter 2 services for private school
students falls to the public school district and can be complex,
depending on the numbers of private scho.ls and the amount of
funds to administer. The following tasks are most frequently
mertioned as burdens or problems:

. Notification and consultation (in approximately a quarter of
all districts with eligible private schools).

. Paperwork (in roughly the same percentage of districts,
especially in very large urban districts).

. Mo_itoring (in 17% of all districts cerving private school
students).

. Unreimbursed administrative costs (in 12% of all districts
serving private school students).

Over he'f of all districts report nc problems in the administration

of services for private school students. This percentage is low
(17%), however, in the largest urban districts.
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(9) Not all districts facing coriplex administrative arrangements for
serving private school students experience them as burcems. In
addition, the following factors appear to lessen the burden:
routinized arrangements established under antecedent programs or
other state or federal programs, lack of other responsibilities
for district staff, and helpful private school organizations
(e.g., Catholic diocesan offices that help coordinate notification
or applications).

(10) Under the block grant, the relationships between school districts
and private schools are harmonious, or at least civil, especially
where:

. State context encourages services to private school students.

. There 18 a strong religious base in the community.

. Public and private school systems are informally linked (e.g.,
where elementary private schools feed students into public
secondary schools).

+ District leadership, private school officials, and other

relevant staff believe in cooperation between the public and
private schools.

These corditions occur in districts of all sizes.
(11) Dvisharmony is especially likely where:

+ There have been large perceived or real reducticns in district
funding with the shift to Chapter 2.

+ Funds generated by the characteristics of public school
students or activities (e.g., related to desegregation) are
used for private school student services.

. Expenditures or services are perceived to be imequitable.

. District staff have turned over rapidly.

. The district's administrative task 1s excessively complex.

» District personnel philosophically oppose serving private
school students with public funding.

Administrative Practices

In most of the districts we visited, the activities involved in
administering the private school component of (hapter 2--including
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notification of private schools, consultation with private school officials,
recordkeeping, and monitoring--are fairly routinized procedures. In
general, t ey differ very little (if at all) from procedures established
under the antecedent programs, particularly ESEA Title IV-B. This is true
mainly because private schools are continuing to view Chapter 2 as a
materials and ejuipment acquisition program, and districts are following the

administrative procedures established under Title IV-B.

Notification and Consultation

Although local district practices vary regarding notification and
consultation, it is possible to comstruct a composite scenario. Districts
learn which private schools to notify in a variety of ways. In some states,
the SEA sends each district a 1list of all private schools within the
district's boundaries, whether or not they are eligible for Chapter 2.

In other states, the SEA's 1ist includes eligible schools only. States
compile these lists in various ways, such as including all accredited
schools, only nonprofit schools, or all those in compliance with Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act. Finally, in other states, local districts must
identify for themselves the private schools within their boundaries and
determine which are eligible for Chapter ? In these cases, district
personnel have several sources for ldentifying schools: existing lists,
schools that participate in other state or federal programs, and

(particularly in smaller districts) their own knowledge of the community.

Typically, each year the Chapter 2 ccordinator notifies each private
school or the district's list about the availability of Chapter 2 money.
Coordinators do this in various ways, including regular mail, certified or
registered mail, telephone calls, and personal visits. In some sites,
distri .t personnel also sometimes notify schools not on the state-approved
11st, just to be on the safe side. If the private schools are not already
determined to be eligible by the state, the district may sometimer ask for
proof of nonprcfit status or nondiscrimination. Overall, approximately

one-quarter of districts with enrollment of at least 600 require private
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schools to sign assurances of nondiscrimination: 15% check the nonprofit
status of private schools. If eligible schools indicate that they do not
wish to participate in Chapter 2, some stat:s require a waiver letter to be

signed; others do not.

The Chapter 2 coordinztor then often holds a meeting of the private
school principals to discuss application procedures, specific allocatioms,
and guidelines (86% of districts report that they provide some type of
guidance). Private school organization representatives gometimes are
involved at this point, e.g., diocesan representatives in districts near a
diocesan office. However, these matters can also be haniled by letter.
Private schoo. principals then fill out an application form or the
equivalent. The district collects and reviews all of the private school
applications (or other form of request), gets revisions if something is not
acceptable, attaches them to the district's application, and sends the

entire package to the SEA.

For the great majority of districts that use Chapter 2 funds to
purchase materials and equipment for private school students, the private

schools generally submit purchase requests to tne district, once t.e

application is approved hy the SEA; the district then orders the materials/
equipment as requested. The items often are delivered to the district and
are marked with the program name, or as property of the district. The
materials are then delivered to the private schools and remain there for

students to use.

The process of notification and consultatioa typically comsists of
various paper transactions, particularly in larger cities where the
procedure is, by necessity, more bureaucratic, bacause of the large number
of private schools. In smaller districts, more personal contact seems to be
involved. In some districts, there is continuous communication between the
Chapter 2 coordinator and private school principals concerning allowable

expenditures, purchase orders, etc.; in others, there is less contact.
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Monitoring_?raCtices

All but a few districts claim they monitor services for private school
students in some fashion; only 5% of districts enrolling 600 or more students
report that they do not monitor Chapter 2-supported purchuases or activities
in private schools. In general, the larger districts report more monitoring

than the smaller districts; this may be true for at least several reasons:

. large districts often have federal programs personnel for whom
monitoring is just part of the standard operating procedure for any
activity supported with federal funds.

. The Chapter 2 coordinators In larger districts tend to have fewer
other responsibilities than their counterparts in smaller districts.

. larger districts tend to be monitored more often by the state
concerning Chapter 2; this monitoring may make the districts more
likely to monitur their local Chapter 2 programs, including the
private school component.

nistrict administrators use a variety of methods to monitor the private
school component of Chapter 2. Private school applications generally are
checked, before being sent to the state, fcr conformity to a variety cf
guidelines (to be discussed below); during this process, some districts also
consult with the SEA. In addition, purchase ordere are often checked, by
either the Chapter 2 coordinator or another individual, such as a secretary
or bookkeeper. Materials then are sometimes checked (and marked) when they

arrive at the district.

We rarely saw formal on-site monitoring of private schools by district
personnel. Not surprisingly, Chapter 2 coordinators in very large districts
with hundreds of private schools often find it impossible to monitor on-site.
Regardless of the number of schools in question, Chspter 2 coord’ators may
feel that their monitoring obligations are met without going on-site, and
they trust the private schools. The on-site visits we heard about generally
were informal. For example, one private school principal said that the
Chapter 2 coordinator “"comes over a few times a year anc walks through.”
Another private school principal stated tha. the Chapter 2 coord’nator

"inforwally visits...not checks...just observes.”
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Because of the methods they use for monitoring, district personnel
usually check on the nature of private school student services (e.g.,
whether they are nonieligfous, of benefit to students and not schools, and
supnlenental). District personnel rarely check to see how these purchases
are actually used; they feel that it is very difficult to monitor usage and
sometimes feel that their obligations do not involve doinz so. One Chapter 2
coordinator we interviewed captured the spirit of many when he explained,
"If an icfraction came to my attention, I would follow up on it...but I'm

not going to be a police dog.”

Evaluation Practices

We found little evidencr of districts or private schools formally
evaluating the private school component of Chapter 2, except when it was
required as part of a state evaluation. In this case, the evaluation often
consists of a short form completed by each privzte school principal. In
addition, private school officials sometimes informally evaluate the
Chapter~2 supported purchases made for their students, doing so for their

own purposes; but they tend not to regard this as a Chapter 2 evaluation.

Role of the State Education Agencies and Private Schools Organizations

We saw wide variation in the anount of guidance state education agencies
give to districts concerning the administration of Chapter 2. Some states
give explicit instructions on every aspect of the process. In one state we
visited, the SEA determined eligible private schools and counted their
pupils, told the districts the allocation to be used to serve students in
each private school, specified the appli~ation form “hat the privste schools
submit to the districts, detailed the notification and waiver process, was
in frequent telephone contact with districts about matters such as allowable
expenses, and monitored the private school component in grea: detail. Some

states even notify the private schools directly about Chapter 2.
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Other states give less detailed guidance, such as providing a copy of
th: federal law and regulations, and maintain a hands—off position. This
approach can be the result of stste law or part of ‘he general philosophy of
the SEA. Among districts in these states, there tends to be wider local

variaticn in administrative practices under Chapter 2,

Organizations representing or coordinating private schools can plav a
variety of roles in the local administration of Chapter 2. In our site
visits, Catholic dioceses were the most active in Chapter 2; other
organizations (e.g., Lutheran Synods, organizations of independent schools)
tended to be less so. Compared :» other private schools, the Catholic
schools have a strong, central or, :nization; diocesan officers represent
many schools and historizally have been involved with federal and state
programs. Dioceses tend to have more involvement in the administration of
Chapter 2 in large cities or suburban districts, because these districts are
usually located near the diocesan zffices; elsewhere, the diocese tends to

have less influence.

Our analyses., reported more fully elsewhere (see Cooperstein, 1986),
suggest that diccesan personnel may perform the following functions:
. Serve as a general resource for private school principals.

. Provide an additional channel for notifying schools about Chapizr 2
funding or requirements.

. Expedite the submission of Chapter 2 applications.

« Help arrange joint services to a number of private schools locared
in different districts.

« Monitor Chapter 2-supported activities in Catholic schools.

Problems Asgociated with the Administration of Services

for Private School Students

The administration of Chapter 2 can be complex and can create various

problems, including a perception of burden, that derive from the fact that
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district personnel must administer services for students that receive their
education (and receive Chapter 2-supported services) in other institutional

settings.

Overall, approximately 40% of districts (of at least 600 students)
considered administering the private school component to be "somewhat” or
"very” burdensome (see Section X for a broader discussion of administrative
burdens). Not surprisingly, larger districts considered the private school
component to be more burdensome than smaller districts; this difference is
due in part to the greater number of eligible and participating private
schools in larger cistricts. In fact, in the very large urban districts
(enrollments of 25,000 or more), private school involvement is considered to

be by far the most burdensome aspect of administering Chapter 2.

Sources 0f Perceived Burder

Many activities involved in administering Chapter 2-supported
services for private school students can create this perception of burden.
Table XVI-1 shows the percentages of districts reporting the most common
types of problems they encounter under Cuapter 2. As can be seen in the
table, slightly over half of the districte with eligible private schools
indicate that they have encountered no problems involving privace schools
and private school students in Chapter 2. Iu the remaining districts, the

fcllowing tasks are often considered problems:

. Notifying and consulting with private schools about Chapter 2 (in
24% of the districts).

. Paperwork generated by private school involvement (in 22% of the
districts), espec:.lly in very large urban districts.

. Monitoring private schools' use of Chapter 2 materials or services
(in 17% of the d: ~ricts).

. Unreimbursed administrative costs of providing materials or services
to private school students (in 12% of the districts).
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Table XVI-1
PROBLEMS DISTRIZTS ENCOUNTER ADMINISTERING SERVICES FOR PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS,
BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

Percentage of districts encountering probleams
witn respect to...

Percentage of districts

Unreimbursed encountering no problem
District Size Notification/ adomloistrative with the private school
(En~ollment) consultation* Paperwork Monitoring cost** student component*
Very large 33 48 29 22 30
(25,000 or more)
Urban 35 58 27 22 20
Suburban 32 38 31 24 43
Large 39 38 30 25 36
(20,000 to 24,999)
Medium 25 24 14 16 57
(2,500 to 9,999)
Small 20 16 16 3 65
(600 to 2,499)
All districts 24 22 17 12 57

(600 or more)

®
Among districts with eligible private schools, and in which the private school student co wonent is
administerea at the district level.

K
Among districts with one or more private schools with students participating in Chapter 2, and in which
the private school student component 1is administered at th. district level.
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1n our site visits, we found that administering the private school

compcnent may be a big job and take a lot of time, particularly in districts
with a large number of private schools, as in the case of one very large
city with 29 eligible and 25 participating private schools, where district
personnel indicated that it takes "incredible clerical time" to notify all
the schools, collect all the applications and waiver letters, give technical
assistance (e.g., help with filling out the application form, adv - about
the appropriate computers to purchase), process the purchase orders, etc.
But district personnel often express less concern about these administrative

activities than one might expect. For example:

. The Chapter 2 coordinator in the district described above said that,
even though a lot of time was involved iu sdministering the private
school component, she does not mind it, since "I see its purpose and
I enjoy the people.”

« In a very large urban district with 44 eligible and 40 participating
private schools, the Chapter 2 coordinator sa”4 that the private
school component "is just vart of our job in the federal programs
office.”

Various factors seem to contribute to tne generally low level of

concern about administering private school services:

- In smaller and medium-sized districts, few private schools are
involved. Typically, relationships with these schools were
established long ago under antecedent programc. Public an. f~ivate
schools often are clesely linked in such communities, for example,
through feeder petterns or staff who have worked in both 3ystems.
Many of these cormunities also have a strong, organized religious
base.

« In larger districts, Chapter 2 coordinators tend to have fewer
other vesponsibilities. Dealing with the private schools often is a
major part of their jobs and is accepted as that. Private school
organizatlons, such as the Catholic dioceses, tend to be more active
in such communities, often helping out with part of the
administrativc 1load.

Despite these general patterns, there is much variation in the degree
of burden experienced by districts, because of the personalities of
administrators, district leadership, and experience under particular

antecedent programs, among others. The special gituation of large districts
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that lost large amounts of money under the block grant, combined with
grow:ng private school participation, also contributes to real and pressing

administrative burdens for some districts.

The Quality of the Relationship Between Districts and the Private Schools

The administrative burdens just described, in conjunction with
increased participation by private school students and the fact that a
larger proportion of the districts' allocations might go to services for
these students, could contribute to or create significant tensions and
disharmony between districts and the private schools. Our analyses suggest
that these tensions are nmot widespread but are present in certain kinds of

circumstances (see Cooperstein, 1986).

Relations between the school districts and private schools we.
rela:ively harmonious, or at least civil, regarding Chapter 2 matters in
most places we visited. A quote from a private school principal in a

suburban district is typical of the comments we heard:

"[The Chapter 2 coordinator] has helped us to understand
how much we can do under Chapter 2. Our relationship with
the district is very good. I can pick up the phone and
ask for help or suggestions. We get a lot of help from
the secretary, too. There's a feeling of professionalism.
I think the district makes an effort because we are a
private school. They make sure we get our fair share.”

Five factors appear to contribute to this state ol affairs:

. A tradition of active service to private schools in the state.
. A strong religious base in the community.

. Interpenetration of the public and private education systems.
. District leadership.

. Personalities of distiict Chapter 2 staff and private school
officials.
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In our visits, we identified six factors that undermined the

relationship between the district and the private schools:

. large perceived or real "losses” of monmey \from the antecedent
programs) that must be used to provide services to private school
students under the block grant.

. The fact that services are sometimes provided to private school
students with funds that were not generated by these students.

« Inequitable expenditures or services for private school students.
+ District turnover or incompetence.
. Excessive complexity in the district's administrative task.

. Philosophical opposition to serving private school students.
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PART FIVE

LOCAL OPERATIONS IN INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSPECTIVE

of local operations under the education block grant. Separate gections

present findings on:

. local discretion (Section XVII).

. Interactions between districts and state education agencies
(Section XVIII).

. Intergovernmental influences on local operations (Section XIX).

Highlights of Findings in This Part

Local Discretion Under the Bleck Grant

« Local flexibility. The combination of broadly authorized purposes
and relatively little external comstraint from federal and state
levels means that districts feel that the block grant is an
especially flexible source of funding. Chapter 2 funds support a
wide range of activities, both within and across districts, that in
aggregate approximates the full range of permissible uses under
Chapter 2.

. Perceived change in flexibility since antecedent programs .

Districts split on whether they view the block grant as more
flexible than antecedent programs or approximstely the same (few
felt 1t was less flexible). Their perceptions are partially the
result of which antecedent program(s) were the baseline: when
compared with programs that had more complex requirements such as
ESEA Title IV-C and ESAA, the block grant appears more flexible to a
greater percentage of districts than when compared with ESEA Title
IV-B, which Chapter 2 resembles.

In this part of the report, we examine the intergovernmental dimensions
|
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Response to increased flexibility. Not all districts have taken

advar.tage of the increased flexibility, preferring instead to
cont’nue programs they had before the block grant. At the same
time, a wider range of activities are being supported by the block
grant across districts.

Flexibility for whom? At the local level, the block grart's
flexibility is experienced by some groups more than others: one or a
few district-level administrators typically control decisions about
the uses of the funds. Others, especiaily school staff, have a more
significant role in decisions about the implementation of activities
once these are selected.

Interactions Between Districts and States

Local and siate variation. The nature and extent of interactions
between districts and states vary greatly by size of district and
across SEAs. Larger districts tend to contact their SEAs more
frequently than smaller districts, except on matters related to
compliance. SEAs vary greatly in the amount of contact they have
with districts and the kinds of issues they emphasize.

Applications and paperwork. Most interactions between SEAs and
districts concerr applications, allowable uses of funds (which 1is
typically an issue during the application process), and reporting
forms.

Monitoring. A little over a third of all districts have been
monitored by their SEAs; states vary greatly on this activity--
some have monitored nearlv all of their districts, others none.
Monitoring generally is perceived as a smooth, nonthreatening
procass.

Auditing. Only a small percentage (14%) of all districts have had
their projects audited in response to a federal or state request
(other than routine fiscal audits usually required of school
districts). The level of anxiety about audits under Chapter 2 is
extremely low, perhaps because of extensive consultation with the
SEA about allowable uses and also prior local experience with
federal programs.

Intergovernmental Influences on Local Operatioas

State influences on local program choices. SEAs seem to be making a
conscious effort not to influence local program choices, in keeping
with federal legislation and guidelines.
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Federal influences on local operations. Federal actions typically

influence local operations indirectly, e.g., through procedural
clarifications aimed at SEAs. Federal monitoring of SEAs apparently
has changed the way some states oversee local operations, and may be
contributing to a shift in emphasis of state administration toward
ensuring legal compliance.

Local perceptions of restrictions or limitations under the block
grant. Local personnel perceive few restrictions or limitations on
their choices of educational activities to support with Chapter 2

but acknowledge other, more procedural 1imitations (e.g., prohibiting
use of funds for activities that may be viewed as supplanting).

Other intergovernmental factors appear to exert a stronger iufluence
on local operations, among them the lists of antecedent-program
purposes that most states list on their application forms and court
or agency desegregation orders. More indirectly, antecedent-program
traditions at the local level effectively limit options somewhat.

Effect of federal or state reforms on the use of block grant funds.
Relatively few local personnel see the block grant as a vehicle
for implementing state or federal reform recommendations or the
improvement initiatives enacted by state legislatures. However,
Chapter 2 funds are used in a large proportion of districts to
address certain widely held reform or improvement priorities, in
particular, improvement in computer, mathematics and science
education; improvement of minimum competency test scores; and
developm:nt of programs based on effective schools research.

Local recommendations for imrroving the intergovernmental
administration of the block grant. Approximately two-fifths of

all districts think nothing needs to be done to improve the
implementation of Chapter 2. Among other districts, reduction in
federal regulations or guidance is the most frequently noted
improvement, especially among smaller districts, although the
meaning of "less guidance” ir not clear. The largest districts are
likely to emphasize change in the state formula, change in the use
of state set-aside money, or clarification of audit procedures.
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In this section we consider evidence relating to the achievement of a
ma jor intergovernmental goal for the block grant: the enhancement of local
iiscretion over federal funds. We first present findings regarding the
degree of flexibility local recipients feel they have under Chapter 2 to
establish and ifmplement the programs they wish. We then relate these
perceptions to decisionmaking under antecedent programs. Finally, we
examine whose discretion at the local level is and is not enhanced under the

block grant.

Summary

The analyses presented in this section support the following findings.
First, regarding local flexibility under the block grant, we found that:

. XVII LOCAL DISCRETION*

(1) The block grant mechanism constrains local discretion relatively
little. Chapter 2 funds support a wide range of activities, both
across and within districts, that in aggregate approximate the full
range of permissible uses authorized by ECIA.

| (2) State and federal requirements and guidance play 1little or no role
in 1limiting what districts do with their Chapter 2 funds. Of those
districts that perceive such 1limitations, few wish less guidance
from higher levels of government. Limitations generally are seen as
having 1ittle to do with educational substance.

(3) Dpistricts split on whether they viewed block grant funds as more or
less flexible than local district funding-—a third of the
coordinators considered them more flexible, nearly as many said less.

*
A more extensive discussion of this topic appears in two other reports

from the National Study (Knapp, 1986; Turnbull and Marks, 1986).
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Second, regarding changes in flexibility since antecedent programs, we

found that:

(4) Approximately half of the districts felt that block grant funding
and requirements were more flexible than the programs that preceded
it; most of the rest felt there had been little change. (A small
proportion of districts, which lost large amounts of money from
antecedent programs, indicated that their flexibility was greatly
reduced, especially where desegregation mandates persisted.)

(5) The perceptions of change depend on what antecedent program is used
as the reference point. Complex programs like ESEA Title IV~C and
ESAA are considered less f£lexible than the block grant more often
than Title IV-B, which Chapter 2 resembles.

(6) Although they perceive their flexibility to have increased, district
decisionmakers often fail to take advantage of the wider latitude
afforded by Chapter 2.

(7) Overall, however, the range of activities supported by the block
grant (across all districts) is greater than what prevailed under
antecedent programs.

Third, with regard to the relative roles of different groups in local
decisionmaking about the block grant, we found that:

(8) Some groups experience flexibility under the block grant more than
others. One or a few district-level administrators (e.2., the
Chapter 2 coordinator, the superintendent, or an existing committee
of some kind) typically control decisions about the uses of funds;
school staff, school board members, and parents or other community
members tend to have relatively little role in these decisions.

(9) At the level of implementation, participation and influence
patterns are as varied as the activities Chapter 2 supports and
the local arrangements for carrying out instructional programs.
The block grant mechanism exerts littlz or no constraint on these
processes, nor does it stimulate broad-based participation in
implementation.

Local Flexibility Under the Block Grant

The general thrust of our evidence is that the block grant mechanism
constrains local discretion relatively little. Across districts, block

grant funds support a great variety of activities approximating the full
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range f permissible uses listed in the law (and displayed in Section I of
this report), although certain types of activity, c¢'wch as the introduction
of couputers into the inmstructional program, are common to many districts.
Within each district, Chapter 2 funds often contribute to very different
kinds of activities (except within the smajlest districts, where the small
amount of block grant funds makes suppor: for more than ome activity
unrealistic). The 1list of Chapter 2-supported activities in the following
three districts (during the 1984-85 year) illustrates the diversity of use
that is commonly found under the block granmt:

District in a small . Computer 1lab
Midwestern city:
(total Chapter 2
allocation: « Software, staff development, and planning
$82,557) for computer program

. Library/media center support

. Teacher goal-setting workshop

. Participation in a 5-district drug
prevention consortium

« Curriculum development in critical-thinking
skills

« Study skills testing

Medium-sized district . Library/media center support
in Appalachia:

(total Chapter 2
aliocation: + Community education program
$29,610)

« Staff development workshop for administrators

. Participation in a consortium of nearby
distcicts supplying various services

Small rural district + Materials and group leaders for

in the Northeast: extracurricular clubs

(total Chapter 2 « Books, materials for an Early Education
allocation: Resource Center

$10,401 + some

carryover funding) . Computer hardware/software

« Curriculum development project om the
experiential aspects of learning
« Musical equipment

The range of activities supported by Chapter 2, both within and across
districts, 18 testimony to the flexibility of this funding source.
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In deciding how to use their funds, the majority of coordinators in
districts of all sizes report that local priorities were an important
determining factor and that one of the block grant's accomplishments is to
provide funds for local priorities. Table XVII-1 summarizes these results
(because the pattern 18 so consistent across size categories, we do not

disaggregate the table).

Table XVII-1

USE OF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS FOR LOCAL PRIORITIES

Chapter 2 coordinator Percentage of all Ran